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Sinclair  and  another  v.  Bowles.  1829. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  done^  for  materials  Upon  an  entire 

found,  and  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.    Plea,  non  assump-  S^t^o  ^pair'i 

sit ;  and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Parker  J.,  at  damaged chan- 

tbe  London  sittings  in  this  term,  the  case  was  this :  The  make  it  com- 

plaintiffs,  who  were  glass  cutters  and  benders,  had  repaired  P^^^  ^^\  ^^f* 
^  .  ^  assumpsit  will 

three  glass  chandeliers  for  the  defendant,  who  was  a  tavern  not  He  for  the 

keeper;  and  it  was  proved  on  their  part  that  10/.  was  a  J]^/"re°ai* ''^ 

reasonable  charge  for  the  work  they  had  performed  and  the  though  such 

materials  they  had  provided.     The  following  defence  was  JJ^^c^aU^the 

then  set  up.     In  April,  1828,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  applied  defendant, 

-       ,  ^      .         .        .  .       .^,  ,  111'  and  consisted 

to  the  defendant^  inquiring  if  he  wanted  any  new  chandeliers,  partly  in  a  sup- 
He  replied  that  he  did  not,  but  that  he  wanted  some  old  ply  of  goods, 

■^     .  ,     .  such  goods  not 

ones  repaired,  and  he  shewed  the  plaintiff  some  old  chan-  having  been 

deliers,  desiring  him  to  examine  them  carefully,  and  to  say  ^^^  ^ 
for  what  sum  he  would  repair  them.     The  plaintiff  said  h^ 
Would  repair  them  for  8/.     The  defendant  ren\arked  that 
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they  wanted  a  great  deal  to  be  done  to  them,  and  that  if 
the  plaintiff  would  do  them  complete,  so  as  to  look  well, 
he  would  give  him  10/.  The  plaintiff  again  examined  the 
chandeliers,  and  then  said  that  he  would  make  them  com- 
plete for  10/.  The  plaintiff  went  the  next  day  to  fetch  the 
chandeliers  away,  when  he  was  cautioned  by  the  defendant 
not  to  take  them  away  unless  he  could  make  them  complete 
for  10/.  The  plaintiff  took  them  away,  and  returned  them 
in  a  few  days.  They  were  not  then  complete.  They  had 
been  cleaned,  and  some  drops  and  icicles  had  been  added; 
but  one  of  the  branches,  which  had  been  perfect  when 
removed,  was  broken ;  the  scroll  of  one  chandelier  which 
was  damaged  when  removed  remained  in  the  same  state; 
and  several  drops  and  spangles  were  damaged:  the  de* 
fendant  in  consequence  refused  to  pay  any  thing.  It  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  even  upon  this 
evidence  they  were  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
work  actually  dOne,  and  the  materials  actually  supplied. 
The  learned  Judge  thought  otherwise.  He  considered  the 
contract  between  the  parties  as  entire,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  unless  they  had  made 
the  chandeliers  complete.  To  prevent  further  expense, 
however,  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  upon  the  whole  of  the 
evidence,  first,  whether  the  contract  had  been  substantially 
performed  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and, 
if  not,  secondly,  to  what  amount,  if  any,  the  defendant  had 
been  benefited  by  the  work  actually  done.  The  jury  found, 
first,  that  the  contract  had  not  been  performed;  and, 
secondly,  that  the  defendant  had  been  benefited  to  the 
amount  of  5/.  by  the  work  actually  done.  His  Lordship 
then  directed  a  nonsuit,  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiffs  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  51. 


Gumey  now  moved  accordingly.  The  jury  have  found 
that  the  defendant  has  received  a  benefit  by  the  work  actu- 
ally performed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  for  that  he  is  in  justice 
bound  to  pay.     [Bayky,  J.  It  was  an  entire  contract,  and 
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the  plaintiffs  were  never  discharged  from  their  obligation  ^®*^- 
to  complete  it.]  Still  the  action  is  maintainable  pro  tanto. 
Where  an  entire  contract  for  the  supply  of  goods  is  per- 
formed in  part^  by  a  delivery  of  some  of  the  goods  which 
the  vendee  does  not  return  upon  failure  by  the  vendor  to 
deliver  the  residue,  the  vendor  is  entitled  to  sue  for  the 
value  of  the  goods  delivered,  and  the  vendee  is  left  to  a 
cross  action  for  the  non  performance  of  the  contract.  Here 
the  plaintiffs  not  only  cleaned  the  chandeliers,  but  supplied 
some  drops  and  icicles.  Those  ought  to  have  been  re- 
turned; and  not  having  been  returned,  they  ought  to  be 
paid  for.  [Bay ley,  J.  I  think  not.  The  plaintiffs  might 
either  have  completed  their  contract,  or  might  have  de- 
manded the  return  of  the  articles  they  had  furnished.  The 
defendant  was  entitled  to  insist  upon  the  full  performance 
of  the  contract.]  There  were  counts  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  as  the  defendant  kept  the  goods  that  were 
supplied,  the  plaintiffs  may  recover  for  their  value,  inde- 
pendently of  the  contract. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — ^^ITie  plaintiffs  might  have 
demanded  the  articles  they  had  supplied.  The  contract 
was  entire.  The  plaintiffs  undertook  to  make  the  chande* 
Hers  complete  for  10/.  They  have  not  performed  their 
part  of  the  contract,  and  consequently  they  are  not  entitled 
to  recover  any  thing.     The  nonsuit,  therefore,  was  right. 

Baylby,  J. — I  think  it  quite  clear  that  the  nonsuit  was 
right.  The  plaintiffs  entered  into  an  entire  contract.  They 
performed  it  in  part,  but  they  failed  to  complete  it.  It  was 
their  duty  either  to  perform  the  contract  altogether,  or  to 
demand  back  the  articles  they  had  supplied  in  the  part  per- 
formance. They  did  neither,  therefore  they  have  no  right 
to  recover  at  all* 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
a2 
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1899. 

Sharp  v.  Bailey. 

A  bill  drawn  ASSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff  as  indorsee  against  the  de- 

Eouse  ofrfie  ^  fe°d«^°t  as  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  accepted  by  A,  B., 

drawer,  must  payable  to  the  drawer  or  order,  and  indorsed  by  him  to  the 

to  be  an  ac-  plaintiff,  with  the  usual  money  counts.  Plea,  non  assumpsit, 

commodation    ^nd  iggye  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Littkdale,J.  at  the 
bill,  and  the       _        ,  ,.  •     •    •  ^        .  i        .  •.. 

drawer  is  not    l«ondon  adjourned  sittings  after  last  term,   the   bill,  on 

entitled  to  no-  production,  appeared  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  the  de- 
honour,  fendant,  and  to  be  made  payable  at  his  own  house.  There 
was  no  evidence  that  notice  of  the  dishonour  had  been 
given  to  the  defendant.  It  was  objected  that  upon  that 
ground  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The  learned  Judge 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  fact  of  the  defendant  having  drawn 
the  bill  payable  at  his  own  house,  was  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury,  that  the  bill  was  an  accommodation  bill,  in  which 
case  no  notice  of  dishonour  was  required.  He  therefore 
left  the  case  to  the  jury  upon  that  question,  and  they 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Campbell  now  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  renewed 
the  objection  taken  at  the  trial.  He  contended  that  the 
circumstance  then  relied  upon  by  the  learned  Judge  as 
evidence  of  the  bill  having  been  accepted  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  defendant,  was  in  truth  no  evidence  of  that 
fact,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  as  such; 
and  that  the  defendant  having  received  no  notice  of  the 
dishonour  of  the  bill,  to  which  he  was,  as  in  any  other  or- 
dinary case,  entitled,  was  discharged  from  all  liability. 

.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — I  can  see  but  one  reason 
why  the  defendant  should  in  his  own  handwriting  have 
made  this  bill  payable  at  his  own  house,  namely,  that 
the  bill  was  drawn  for  his  accommodation,  and  that  he 
was  to  provide  for  it  when  it  became  due.  At  any  rate, 
I  think  the  fact  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  was 
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correctly  presented  to  them,  and  I  feel  no  dissatisfaction  at      ^  ^^^ 
the  verdict  they  have  found. 

Bayley,  J. — No  man  can  doubt,  that  when  the  drawer 
of  the  bill  made  it  payable  at  his  own  house,  he  knew  that 
there  would  be  no  effects  in  the  hands  of  the  acceptor  to 
pay  it  when  due,  and  that  he  must  provide  for  it  himself. 
I  am  entirely  of  opinion  that  the  case  has  been  properly 
disposed  of. 

The  other  judges  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Ex  PABTE  Sylvester. 

xHIS  was  a  rule  nisi  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this  An  unqualiiied 

Court,  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  quashed,  a  conviction,  *^7^i'|^°Ij3^ 

under  the  5  Ann.  c.  14,  for  keeping  and  using  a  gun  to  kill  qualified  mas- 

and  destroy  game  without  a  qualification.     The  conviction  [ng^e^iiThU 

stated  in  substance,  that  on  the  2d  September  an  informa-  presence  and 
1  •  1    •    i.  •  1.   »      .       i.      'or  his  use,  is 

tion  was  laid  before  a   magistrate  against   •Sylvester  for  liable  to  a  pe- 

keeping  and  using  a  gun  to  kill  and  destroy  game,  he  not  "^'^  ^^^Va 
being  a  qualified  person ;  that  Sylvester,  having  been  duly  for  keeping 
summoned,  personally  appeared  and  pleaded  not  guilty;  "yntokSl* 
that  thereupon  one  A.  B.,  a  credible  witness  in  that  be-  game. 
half,  being  duly  sworn,  deposed,  that  on  the  2d  September 
Sylvester,  not  having  lands,  &c.,  nor  being  otherwise  qua- 
lified, did  keep  and  use  a  certain  gun  to  kill  and  destroy 
the  game,  the  same  gun  then  and  there  being  an  engine  for 
the  killing  and  destroying  such  game,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute,  &c.;  that  the  said  A.  B,  s^w  Sylvester  on 
the  said  2d  September  shoot  a  partridge  with  the  said  gunf, 
and  that  one  C  D.  was  with  Sylvester,  but  did  not  shoot; 
that  thereupon  Sylvester  said  he  was  not  guilty  of  the  said  of- 
fence, and  in  order  to  prove  the  same,  the  said  C.  jD*  cam^ 
and  deposed,  that  on  the  said  2d  September  he  was  seised 


6  CASES  IN  THE  KINg's  BENCH, 

1889.  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  possession  in  his  own  right, 
J"^''T"^^ ,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  100/.  and  upwards  ;  that  Syl- 
Sylvester,  vesier  was  on  the  said  2d  September  employed  by  him  as 
bis  servant  to  accompany  him  into  the  field  sporting ;  that 
Sylvester  on  that  occasion  shot  with  a  gun  of  his,  C.  D.,  in 
his  presence  and  by  his  order  and  for  his  use,  at  game,  and^ 
that  he,  C.  £>.,  did  not  shoot  at  game,  or  use  a  gun  for  that 
purpose  on  that  day ;  that  he  had  taken  out  a  certificate  to 
kill  game,  and  was  qualified  in  his  own  right  to. do  so;  and 
that  Sylvester  shot  at  the  partridge  before  mentioned  as  his 
servant,  and  for  his  use.  Whereupon,  &c.;  adjudication  of 
conviction  of  Sylvester. 

Campbell  shewed  cause.  The  conviction  was  right,  and 
this  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  is  not  pretended  that 
Sylvester  himself  was  qualified,  or  that  he  was  a  game- 
keeper appointed  by  virtue  of  the  power  given  to  the  lord 
of  a  manor  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  5  Jnn,  c.  14.  The 
only  answer  given  to  the  information  was,  that  Sylvester 
was  sporting  in  the  presence  of  his  master,  who  was  a  qua- 
lified person,  and  by  his  order  and  for  his  use.  But  that 
is  no  justification  of  the  servant,  because  the  use  of  the 
gun  by  him  cannot  be  considered  as  the  act  of  the  master, 
in  which  view  alone,  according  to  all  the  cases,  would  the 
presence  of  the  master  protect  the  servant. 

Talfourd,  contr^.  The  use  of  the  gun  by  the  servant  in 
this  case  may  be  fairly  considered  as  the  act  of  the  master, 
and  if  so,  it  is  admitted  that  Sylvester  was  improperly  con- 
victed. There  are  several  cases  upon  the  point  undistin- 
guishable  in  principle  from  the  present.  In  Bex  v.  Tat/lor(a) 
it  was  held,  that  a  groom  attending  his  qualified  master 
while  using  dogs  for  killing  game,  and  pursuing  it  by  his 
master's  command,  was  not  liable  to  any  penalty.  In  Lewis 
v.  Taylor  {b)  it  was  held,  that  an  unqualified  person  going 
out  with   the  qualified   owner  of  greyhounds  to  course 

(a)  15  East,  460.  (6)  16  East,  49. 
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a  hare,  wsls  not  liable  to  any  penalty,  though  he  took  an         1829. 
active   part  in  the  sport  by  beating  the  bushes  to  find  a      ^-^v^^^ 

,  Ex  PARTE 

hare,  and  took  it  up  after  it  was  killed.  In  Walker  v.  Sylvester. 
Mills  (a),  the  servant  of  a  qualified  person  assisted  his 
master  in  setting  a  trap  on  his  land  for  taking  rabbits  and 
vermin,  and  his  master  ordered  him,  if  a  hare  should  be 
caught,  to  bring  it  to  him ;  a  hare  was  caught  in  the  absence 
of  the  master,  and  was  killed  and  carried  to  him  by  the  ser- 
vant; it  was  held,  that  the  servant  was  not  liable  to  a  penalty 
for  using  a  snare  to  destroy  game.  The  only  difference 
between  the  last  case  and  the  present  is,  that  here  the  ser- 
vant used  a  gun  instead  of  a  trap ;  but  both  are  engines  for 
the  destruction  of  game  within  the  statute  5  Ann.  c^i4^ 
therefore,  that  case  is  a  direct  authority  against  the  present 
conviction. 

Bayley,J.(6.) — The  present  case  appears  to  me  to 
differ  in  principle  from  all  those  which  have  been  cited. 
The  principle  upon  which  the  two  former  proceeded  was, 
that  the  using  the  dogs  was  the  act  of  the  master  and 
owner,  and  not  of  those  who  accompanied  him.  So  in  the 
latter  the  principle  of  the  decision  was,  that  the  trap  being 
set  by  the  order  of  the  master  and  in  his  presence,  must  be 
considered  as  having  been  set  by  him.  But  I  think  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  of  using  the  gun  in  the  present  case; 
neither  the  hand  nor  the  skill  of  the  master  was  employed : 
it  was  the  hand  and  the  skill  of  the  servant  t)nly.  If  the 
firing  of  the  gun  by  a  servant  could  be  held  to  be  the  act  of 
the  master,  he  might  take  out  twenty  servants  with  him  in 
the  same  manner,  and  contend  that  the  use  of  twenty  guns 
by  twenty  persons  at  the  same  time  was  his  own  act.  I  think 
the  gun  must  be  considered  as  being  used  by  the  person 
who  actually  fired  it,  and  in  that  view  of  the  case  it  differs 

(a)  -1  J.  B.  Moore,  343 ;  3  Brod.  v.  Jacka,  S  Selw.  N.  P.  7th  ed.  886; 

h  Biogb.  1.    And  see  Mollon  v.  Chrk  v.  Broughttm^  3  Camp.  328. 

Alters,  4  £sp.  917;    Turner  v.  (b)  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  was 

Ommgihy^  Bull.  N.  P.  169 ;  Hawke  absent*. 
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1899.        from  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited^  and  it  follows  that 
Ex  PARTE      ^^^^  party  was  properly  convicted. 


Sylvester, 


LiTTLEDALE,  J.  concurred. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I  would 
merely  add,  that  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Mills  (a),  which  was 
most  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Talfourd,  differs  from  the  present 
in  another  respect,  namely,  that  there  the  trap  was  used 
with  the  intent  to  destroy  vermin,  and  thereby  prevent  a 
nuisance,  and  not,  as  the  gun  was  in  the  present  case,  for 
the  purpose  of  killing  game  in  the  ordinary  mode  of  spott- 
ing. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  4  J.  B.  Moore,  343;  3  Brod.  &  Bltigh.  1. 


The  King  r.  Halpin. 

A  defendant     ^HIS  defendant  had  been  convicted  of  publishing  a  libel, 
brought  up  for  ^^hich  imputed  to  the  prosecutor  that  he  had  been  guilty  of 
i>eing  convict-   p^ijury,  and  other  indictable  offences.  Upon  his  being  now 
f^     P^l****"   brought  up  for  judgment,  he,  by  his  counsel,  tendered,  in 
puting  indicia-  mitigation  of  punishment,  affidavits  alleging  that  the  prose- 
the  prosecutor  c**^^**  ^^'^  Committed  the  offences  imputed  to  him  by  the 
cannot  be  al-     libel, 
lowed,  in  mi- 
ti^tion  of  pu- 
n«hment,  to         Campbell  and  Ludlow,  Serjt.,  objected  that  such  affi- 

alleeing  the       davits  could  not  be  read.     They  quoted  Rex\>  Burdettijb), 
Ubel      ^^      ®"^  ^^''^  ^*  Finnerty  there  cited,  and  relied  upon  those  au- 
thorities as  decisive  on  the  point. 

Curwood  and  Busby,  contrd.  The  present  case  differs 
from  those  cited.  The  affidavits  tendered  and  rejected  in 
those  cases  reflected  upon  the  character  and  conduct  of 

(fr)  4B.&A.  314. 
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third  persons  not  then  before  the  Court;    whereas,  the         ^^*^- 
affidavits  now  tendered  aiFect  the  prosecutor  only,  who  is     j^^  j^jj^^^ 
before  the  Court,  and  in  the  character  of  prosecutor,  which  ^* 

he  has  elected  to  adopt,  and  of  the  inconveniences  attend- 
ing which  he  has,  therefore,  no  right  to  complain.  These 
affidavits  undoubtedly  shew,  not  only  that  the  defendant 
believed  the  contents  of  the  libel  to  be  true  at  the  time 
when  he  published  it,  but  also  that  parts  of  those  contents 
actually  are  true ;  and  such  matter  appears  upon  principle 
properly  admissible  in  mitigation  of  punishment :  because, 
to  publish  a  libel  of  a  guilty  person,  though  in  the  wisdom 
of  the  law  not  strictly  justifiable,  is  surely  a  much  lighter 
offence  than  to  publish  it  of  an  innocent  person.  In  Rex 
V.  Burdett  (a),  upon  the  Attorney-General  stating,  that  "  in 
Rex  V.  Finnerttf  affidavits  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in 
the  libel  were  refused  in  mitigation  of  punishment,"  Best, 
J.,  is  reported  to  have  interposed,  and  observed,  "  in  Rex 
^.Draper  (b)  the  Court  received  such  affidavits,  but  I  believe 
it  was  with  the  consent  of  the  prosecutor."  His  lordship 
afterwards,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  (c),  observed, 
"  The  present  case  is  very  distinguishable  from  Rex  v. 
Draper,  to  which  I  have  called  the  attention  of  the  Court. 
The  libel  of  the  defendant,  there,  consisted  in  a  statement  of 
facts  within  his  own  knowledge ;  but  that  which  induced 
the  defendant  to  publish  this  libel,  was  the  statement  of 
facts  which  he  read  in  the  newspapers."  Now  the  reason 
there  given  for  distinguishing  Rex  v.  Draper  from  the  case 
then  before  the  Court,  is  of  equal  weight  to  assimilate  it 
to  the  present  case,  and  to  render  it  an  authority  for  the  re- 
ception of  the  affidavits  now  tendered.  Again,  in  the  mar- 
ginal note  of  Rex  v.  Draper(d),  it  is  said,  '*  Semble,  although 
the  truth  of  a  publication  is  no  justification,  yet  if  the  Court 
see  that  it  is  true,  or  probably  may  be  true,  it  may  be  good 
cause  why  the  Court  should  not  interfere  by  granting  a 
criminal  information."      Now  the  only  mode  by  which  the 

(a)  4 B.  &  A.  32] .  (c)  4  B.  &  A.  328. 

(6)  3  Smitb,  391.  {d)  3  Smith,  391. 
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1829.        Court  could  be  informed  of  the  truth  of  the  libels  would  be 

The  Kino     '^^  reading  the  defendant's  affidavits  to  that  effect ;  and  if 

«•  such  aflSdavits  are  receivable  to  prevent  inquiry  into  the 

guilt  or   innocence  of  a  defendant,   d  fortiori   they  are 

receivable,  after  proof  of  his  guilt,  in  mitigation  of  his 

sentence. 

Lord  Tentehden,  C.  J. — ^The  affidavits  now  tendered 
charge  the  prosecutor  with  the  commission  of  several 
offences,  for  each  of  which  the  defendant  might  and  ought 
to  have  prosecuted  him,  if  the  charge  is  true.  I  cannot  dis- 
tinguish this  case  in  principle  from  that  of  Rex  v.  Finnerty, 
and  upon  the  authority  of  that  case  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  we  ought  not  to  receive  these  affidavits.  The  defend- 
ant is  at  liberty  to  read  his  own  affidavit,  stating,  that  at  the 
time  when  he  published  the  libel  he  believed  its  contents 
to  be  true,  and  setting  out  reasonable  grounds  for  such 
belief.  To  go  further,  would  be  in  effect  to  put  the  pro- 
secutor upon  his  trial  upon  affidavit,  which  would  be  a  most 
unjust  proceeding. 

Bayley,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  impossible,  upon  any  substantial  principle  of 
justice,  to  receive  such  affidavits  as  these.  It  would  be 
trying  the  prosecutor  upon  affidavit,  and  placing  him  in  a 
situation  of  peril  and  injustice,  to  which  we  have  no  right 
to  expose  him.  It  would  be  far  better,  of  the  two,  to 
permit  the  defendant  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  same  na- 
ture at  his  own  trial  (a),  for  then  the  prosecutor  would  have 
the  advantage  of  cross-examining  the  witnesses,  which  he 
cannot  have  here.  The  Court  has,  I  believe,  never  yet 
gone  further  than  receiving  the  defendant's  affidavit  of  his 
belief  of  the  truth  of  the  libel  when  he  published  it,  and  I 
am  perfectly  satisfied  that  is  the  furthest  we  can  go  con- 
sistently with  justice. 


(a)  Rex  V.  Bradley ,  aniCf  vol.  ii.  152. 


The  KiVG 

V. 
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Parke,  J. — (a)  I  entirely  concur  with  the  real  of  the  1889. 
Court  upon  this  subject.  No  authority  has  been  cited  for 
the  reception  of  such  affidavits  as  are  now  tendered,  for  I 
cannot  consider  Rex  v.  Draper  as  a  direct  authority  upon  Halpin. 
that  point.  There  are  authorities  the  other  way,  to  which 
we  are  bound  to  adhere.  I,  for  one,  should  require  very 
strong  authorities  indeed  to  induce  me  to  come  to  a  dif- 
ferent decision. 

Affidavits  rejected,  (b) 

(«)  LUtiedalCf  J.,  had  gone  to  chambers  before  the  case  came  on. 
(b)  Rtx  V.  Bradley ^  ante,  vol.  ii.  15^2. 


Franklin  v.  The  Bank  of  England. 

1  HE  following  case  was  sent  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  for  Where  stock  is 
the  opinion  of  this  Court :—  q^ea^t^d!^ 

John  Franklin,  by  his  will  bearing  date  29th  November,  executor  may 
1B22,  attested  by  three  witnesses,  gave,  devised  and  be-  Bankto per- 
queathed  unto  Thomas  Franklin,  the  manors,  messuages,  ™ithimto 
lands,  freehold,  leasehold  and  copyhold  estates,  heredita-  less  it  appear 
ments  and  premises  therein  mentioned  and  described,  to  g^nted^o^e*" 
hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Thomas  Franklin  for  the  term  devise. 
of  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste ;  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Thomas  Franklin,  the  said  testator  gave, 
devised  and  bequeathed  the  same  unto  George  Jones  Sevan 
and  his  heirs,  to  the  uses  therein  and  hereinafter  mentioned, 
that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  of  the  said  testator's  grandson, 
Richard  Franklin,  who  was  the  son  of  the  said  Thomas 
FrankHn,  and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  without  impeachment 
of  waste ;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  George 
Jones  Bevan,  in  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ; 
with  several  remainders  and  limitations  over  in  tail,  in  favour 
of  the  issue  of  the  said  Richard  Franklin  and  of  the  said 
Thomas  Franklin,  and  with  the  ultimate  limitation  to  his. 
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1829.        the  testator's^  own  right  heirs.     And  the  said  testator^  in 

Franklin  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^*'^  ^*'''  8*^®  ^^^  bequeathed  all  the  moneys 
V,  which  he  might  have  at  the  time  of  his  decease  in  the  3/. 

England?  P^^  ^^°^*  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  or  any  other  public 
funds,  unto  his  cousin  Catherine  Bevan,  spinster,  since  de* 
ceased,  and  the  said  George  Jones  Bevan,  and  the  survivor 
of  them,  upon  the  trusts,  and  to  and  for  the  several  uses, 
intents  and  purposes  therein  and  hereinbefore  mentioned 
and  referred  to,  concerning  his  real  estates  thereinbefore 
devised,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  nature  of  the  respective 
estates  would  admit;  and,  after  giving  certain  legacies  of 
trifling  value  therein  mentioned,  the  said  testator,  by  his 
said  will,  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest,  resi« 
due  and  remainder  of  his  goods,  chattels,  real  and  personal 
estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  his  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  the 
foregoing  legacies,  and  also  such  other  legacies  as  he  might 
bequeath,  in  and  by  a  codicil  which  the  said  testator  de- 
clared he  intended  to  add  to  that  his  will,  unto  the  said 
Thomas  Franklin,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  absolutely ;  and 
he  thereby  nominated  and  appointed  the  said  Thomas 
Franklin  sole  executor  thereof.  By  a  codicil  to  his  will, 
dated  28th  November,  1824,  executed  in  the  presence  of 
and  attested  by  two  witnesses,  the  said  testator,  among 
other  things,  bequeathed  unto  the  said  Richard  Franklin 
the  sum  of  10,000/.,  with  the  payment  of  which  sum  he 
charged  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  devised  and  be* 
queathed  by  his  said  will ;  and  he  thereby,  in  all  other  re- 
spects, confirmed  his  said  will.  The  sum  of  16,000/.  3/. 
per  cent,  consolidated  annuities  was  standing  in  the  name 
of  the  testator,  John  Franklin,  in  the  books  of  the  Bank  of 
England,  on  the  2gth  November,  1822,  the  date  of  his 
will,  and  on  the  22d  March,  1823,  the  further  sum  of  500A 
like  annuities  was  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  said 
John  Franklin  in  the  books  of  the  said  company,  making 
together  the  sum  of  16,500/. ;  and  on  the  29th  November, 
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1824,  the  said  John  Franklin  died,  without  having  revoked         l^^^- 
or  altered  bis  said  will  or  codicil ;  and  the  said  sum  of     j-rj^^klik 
16,500/.  3/.  per  cent,  consolidated  annuities  continued  to  v- 

be  and  was  standing  in  the  name  of  the  said  testator,  John  k^glamd. 
Franklin,  until  and  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Thomas 
Franklin,  the  executor,  on  the  30th  December,  1824, 
proved  the  said  will  and  codicil  in  the  Prerogative  Court 
of  Canterbury,  and  on  the  2d  January,  1825,  caused  the 
same  to  be  registered  in  the  books  of  the  Bank,  when  an 
extract  of  so  much  as  related  to  the  said  annuities  was 
duly  entered.  On  or  about  the  Sd  February,  1825,  Thomas 
Franklin  demanded  permission  of  the  Bank  to  transfer  the 
whole  of  the  said  annuities  to  such  persons  as  he  should 
think  fit,  to  enable  him  to  pay  the  testator's  debts  and 
legacies,  when  the  officers  of  the  Bank  refused  to  permit 
him  to  make  such  transfer,  on  the  ground  and  by  reason 
that  the  said  sum  of  stock  ought  to  be  transferred  into  the 
names  of  the  said  Catherine  Becan  and  George  Jones 
Bevan,  to  whom  the  same  is  given  and  bequeathed  in  and 
by  the  said  will.  A  bill  has  been  filed  by  the  said  Thomas 
Franklin  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  to  compel  the 
Bank  to  allow  the  said  plaintifi^  to  sell  and  transfer  the  said 
stock.  No  evidence  was  given  in  the  suit  that  there  were 
any  debts  due  or  owing  by  the  said  estate  at  the  time  of 
such  demand.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  Thomas 
Franklin,  the  executor,  has  any  right  of  action  against  the 
Bank,  for  not  permitting  the  transfer  by  him  of  the  said 
16,500/.  3/.  per  cent,  consolidated  annuities. 

Alderson  for  the  plaintiff.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff,  as  executor,  is  the  legal  owner  of  the  stock, 
because,  if  he  is,  he  has  a  right  to  transfer  it,  and  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  Bank  for  preventing  the 
exercise  of  that  right.  Now  by  the  statutes  7  Ann,  c.  7, 
and  1  Geo.  1.,  c.  \9j  the  three  per  cent  consolidated  Bank 
annuities  are  made  and  declared  to  be  personal  estate.     It 
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1899.  follows  that  such  property  is  subject  to  all  the  consequencei 
of  being  personal  estate,  one  of  which  is,  that  the  stocky 
though  specifically  devised  to  a  legatee,  vests  in  the  ex- 
^h«1md**^  ecu  tor,  until  he  assents  to  the  legacy.  This  is  the  clear 
rule  of  law  upon  the  subject ;  and  any  other  would  give 
rise  to  great  difficulties.  It  will  not,  it  is  presumed,  be 
denied,  that  where  there  is  no  specific  devise  the  stock  vests 
in  the  executor.  But  it  is  frequently  a  question  of  much 
intricacy  whether  a  legacy  is  specific  or  not;  and  if  the 
officers  of  the  Bank  are  to  have  the  power  of  transferring 
to  the  legatee  instead  of  the  executor,  they  must  also  have 
the  power  of  determining,  and,  indeed,  must  begin  by  de- 
termining, that  question.  Another  of  the  consequences 
alluded  to  is,  that  the  stock  being  personal  estate  is  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  executor  for  the  payment  of  the  testa* 
tor's  debts ;  but  if  he  is  not  allowed  to  transfer  the  stock, 
and  an  action  is  brought  against  him  by  a  creditor  of  the 
estate,  he  will  be  in  a  situation  of  extraordinary  hardship, 
for  he  will  be  unable  to  plead  plen^  administravit  on  the 
one  hand,  and  unable  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  the  assets  on 
the  other.  Further,  it  has  been  decided  that  no  action  at 
law  lies  against  an  executor  for  a  pecuniary  legacy,  but  that 
it  must  be  recovered  by  a  suit  in  equity.  Decks  v.  Struti{a)\ 
the  reason  being,  that  in  case  of  such  a  legacy  being  be- 
queathed to  a  married  woman,  the  husband  may  be  com* 
pelled  to  make  a  proper  settlement.  Now  the  reason  of 
the  rule  would  apply  equally  to  a  bequest  of  stock;  but  the 
rule  itself  will  not  apply,  if  it  be  held  that  the  stock  vests  in 
the  legatee,  and  not  in  the  executor,  until  he  assents  to  the 
legacy.  The  point  has  been  repeatedly  mentioned  in  the 
courts  of  equity,  but  it  has  never  yet  been  decided;  though 
in  one  case.  The  Bank  of  England  v.  Lunn  {b\  the  Lord 
Chancellor  seems,  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  stock 
vested  in  the  executor. 


(It)  5  T.  R.  690.  And  see  Farith         {b)  15  Ves.  569. 
V.  WiUonf  Peake,  N.P.C.  73. 


Franklin 
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Bosanquet,  Serjt.  contrd.     It  was  laid  down  by  Lord        1839. 
Rosslyn^  in  The  Bank  of  England  v.  Parsons  (a),  that  the 
Bank  directors  are  not  bound  to  look  to  the  trusts  of  a  will,  v" 

a  decision  which  relieved  them  from  much  difficulty.  If  it  '^  ®^"* 
shall  be  decided  by  this  Court  that  they  are  not  bound  to 
inquire  whether  an  executor  has  assented  to  a  specific  legacy 
or  not,  that  also  will  relieve  them  firom  much  difficulty. 
But  if  it  be  held  that  they  are  bound  to  make  that  inquiry, 
and  to  allow  the  executor  to  transfer  in  those  cases  only 
where  he  has  not  assented  to  the  legacy,  much  difficulty 
will  be  thrown  upon  them.  For  instance — It  is  admitted 
that  if  the  executor  assent  to  a  specific  bequest  of  personal 
property,  the  property  vests  at  once  in  the  devisee,  and  he 
may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  it.  Suppose  then  the 
case  of  a  specific  bequest  of  stock,  which  the  executor,  upon 
statiiq^  that  he  has  not  assented  to  the  legacy,  is  allowed  to 
transfer,  and  the  legatee  afterwards  shews  that  the  executor 
bad  assented  to  the  legacy,  and  claims  the  stock :  what  situ- 
ation would  the  Bank  directors  be  in  ?  They  would  be  liable 
to  an  action  by  the  legatee,  though  they  had  before  been 
compelled  to  give  up  the  stock  to  the  executor.  [Lord 
Tenigrden,  C.  J.  I  should  doubt  their  being  liable  in  such 
an  action.  The  legatee  can  neither  transfer  the  stock,  nor 
receive  the  dividends,  independently  of  the  executor ;  then 
how  can  he  maintain  an  action  for  it?  What  would  be  the 
law  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  bequest  of  a  chattel  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  if  the  executor  first  assented  to 
the  legacy,  and  afterwards  got  possession  of  the  chattel? 
Would  the  legatee  have  an  action  against  the  third  person 
to  recover  the  chattel  which  he  had  delivered  to  the  execu- 
tor ?]  According  to  the  case  of  Doe  v,  Guy  (6),  it  should 
seem  that  he  would.  [Bayky,  J.  That  case  only  decided 
that  an  action  at  law  lies  against  an  executor  to  recover  a 
specific  chattel  bequeathed,  after  his  assent  to  the  legacy. 
The  action  there  was  brought  against  the  executor,  and  it 
did  not  appear  that  he  claimed  the  term  as  assets  for  the 

(a)  5  Vei.  665.  {b)  3  East,  190. 
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1829.        payment  of  debts.]     It  has  never  been  decided  that  stock 

"""^""^^^      IS  legal  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts.    [Lord  Tenterden^ 
Franklik      ^    ,       ^    ,  ,        ,  •       .    . 

V.  C.  J.     Perhaps  not ;  but  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  ever 

The  Bakk  of  jj^^^  doubted.]  The  nature  of  the  property  would  seem  to 
justify  such  a  doubt.  It  is  a  debt  (a)  from  the  public  to  the 
individual^  and  though  the  dividends  may  be  assets,  the 
stock  itself  can  scarcely  be  so,  before  .it  is  converted  into 
money.  A  Court  of  equity  may  compel  a  sale,  but  until 
sold,  the  stock  itself  is  not  assets  at  law.  The  present 
question  is  undoubtedly  one  of  difficulty,  and  has  been  so 
regarded  in  many  cases.  In  Pearsofi  v.  The  Bank  of  Eng* 
land  {b\  Lord  Thurlow  seems  to  have  thought  that  stock 
would  vest  in  a  specific  legatee  without  the  assent  of  the 
executor.  In  The  Bank  of  England  v.  Moffatt  (c),  he  in- 
clined to  the  contrary  opinion ;  but  that  was  a  case  of  a  re* 
siduary  bequest  which  included  stock.  In  The  Bank  of 
England  v.  Lunn  (d).  Lord  Eldon  intimated  a  doubt  whe- 
ther it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  tSisit  the 
legatee  of  stock  should  take  under  the  bequest  without  the 
assent  of  the  executor ;  but  the  case  was  afterwards  decided 
on  another  ground.  The  Acts  of  Parliament  relating  to 
the  subject  seem  to  be  in  favour  of  Lord  E/don*9  sugges- 
tion. The  statutes  of  5  Ann.  c.  19,  s.  22  ;  1  Geo.  1,  st.  2, 
c.  19>  s.  12;  5  Geo.  1,  c.  19,  s.  26;  and  SO  Geo.  2,  c.  19i 
8.  49,  all  of  them  provide,  and  nearly  in  the  same  words, 
that  all  persons  possessed  of  any  share  in  the  joint  stock  of 
annuities  may  devise  the  same  by  will,  in  writing,  attested 
by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses ;  but  that  no  payment 
shall  be  made  on  any  such  devise  till  so  much  of  the  will 
as  relates  to  any  share,  estate,  or  interest  in  the  joint  stock 
of  annuities  be  entered  in  the  office ;  and  that  in  default  of 
such  transfer  or  devise,  such  share,  estate,  or  interest,  shall 
go  to  the  executors  or  administrators.   Now  it  cannot  have 

(a)  Or  rather  an  annuity  not  re-  (6)  2  Cox,  175 ;  2  Brown,  C. 

presented  by  any  capital,  as  against  C.  529. 

the  public,  though,  as  against  the  (c)  3  Brown,  C.  C.  £60. 

creditor,  redeemable  at  the  nominal  (d)  15  Ves.  569. 
par. 
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been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  in  such  a  case,  that         1829. 

the  executor  or  administrator  should  receive  the  stock  for      ^'•^'^^^'^ 

his  own  benefit;  the  meaning  of  the  provision,  therefore,  v. 

must  be,  that  where  there  is  no  devise  the  legal  interest   TIjeBANKof 

.       .  ...  England. 

shall  vest  in  him,  but  that  where  there  is  a  specific  devise 

the  legal  interest  shall  vest  in  the  devisee. 

Alderson  in  reply.  The  only  inconvenience  the  Bank 
directors  can  sustain,  is  the  burthen  of  inquiring  whether 
the  executor  has  or  has  not  assented  to  the  legacy.  This 
inconvenience  they  suffer  in  common  with  all  parties  who 
have  property  in  their  bands,  to  which  two  conflicting 
claims  are  made ;  and  for  this,  they  have,  in  common  with 
such  parties,  a  simple  and  effectual  remedy,  by  a  bill  of 
interpleader.  For  the  difficulties  that  would  attend  the 
executor,  there  would  be  no  remedy.  The  Bank  are 
bound  to  transfer  to  the  person  in  whom  the  legal  interest 
is  vested.  It  is  conceded  that  they  must  do  so  where  the 
stock  forms  part  of  a  residuary  bequest;  and  there  is  no 
real  distinction  between  a  residuary  and  a  specific  bequest. 
Mead  v.  Lord  Orrery  (a).  They  cannot  be  allowed  to  de- 
cide questions  of  law  between  the  devisee  and  the  executor, 
what  is  a  specific  devise  or  not,  or  what  is  its  legal  opera* 
tion ;  in  cases  of  real  doubt  they  may  file  an  interpleader. 

The  following  certificate  was  sent  by  the  Judges  of  this 
Court  to  the  Lord  Chancellor : — 

"  This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel,  and 
we  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances  above 
stated,  Thomas  Franklin,  the  executor,  has  a  right  of  action 
against  the  Bank,  for  not  permitting  the  transfer  by  him  of 
the  said  l6,500/.  3  per  cent,  consols. 

Tenterden, 
J.  Bayley, 

J.  LlTTLEDALE, 

J.  Parke." 

(a)  3  Atk.  «39. 
VOt.  IV,  c 
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Freakley  V.  Edward  Fox. 


If  the  holder     DECLARATION  in  assumpsit    The  first  count  stated, 
note^^B^'poinr^  ^**at  the  defendant  on,  &c.,  made  his  promissory  note,  and 

the  maker  his    thereby  promised  to  pay  on  demand  to  R.  Reeves,  in  his 
executor,  the      ,.^    .  .  ,  .  ,  i        •  i    •  t 

debt  is  dis-       hfetime,  smce  deceased,  or  order,  300/.,  with  mterest;  that 

charged,  apd     jj  ^,3^^  j^jg  ^jy    ^^j  appointed  E.  C,  C.  C,  E.  A., 

no  action  hes  '  ^^ 

on  the  note,      and  Edward  Fox,  executors  tliereof ;  that  Reeves  afterwards 

drrs"eWthL"'  died,  and  the  said  E.  C,  C.  C,  E.  A.,  and  Edward  Fox, 
executor.  thereupon  duly  proved  the  will,  and  took  upon  thenwelves 

the  burthen  of  the  execution  thereof;  that  afterwards,  and 
before  the  indorsement  thereinafter  next  mentioned,  to  wit, 
on,  &c.,  C.  C,  one  of  the  said  executors,  died;  and  that  the 
said  £.  C,  E.  A.,  and  Edward  Fox,  so  being  surviving  exe- 
cutors of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Reeves,  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on.  Sec.,  as  such  surviving  executors,  indorsed  the  note 
to  the  plaintiff,  whereby,  &c.  the  defendant  became  liable 
to  pay  the  money  in  the  note  specified  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  second  count  omitted  the  death  of  C  C,  and  stated  the 
indorsement  to  have  been  made  by  E.  A.,  as  one  of  the 
executors  of  Reeves,  Plea,  (the  fourth,  the  only  one  material 
on  the  present  occasion,)  that  Reeves,  on,  &c.,  duly  made  fais 
will,  and  constituted  and  appointed  the  defendant,  together 
with  E.  C,  C.  C\,  and  E.  A.,  joint  executors  thereof,  and 
died,  without  altering  or  revoking  fais  $aid  will;  and  that 
afterwards,  and  after  the -death  of  Reeves,  and  before  the 
said  supposed  indorsement  of  tUe  note,  the  defendant  duly 
proved  the  will  of  Reeves,  and  took  upon  himself,  together 
with  E.  C,  C.  C,  and  £.  A,,  the  burthen  of  the  execution 
thereof.  Replication,  that  Reeves,  by  his  will,  after  be- 
queathing divers  legacies  to  divers  persons,  gave  all  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  the  said  E.  C  and  C.  C, 
their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  equal  shares ; 
that  Reeves  did  not  by  his  will  forgive  the  defendant  the 
debt  due  to  him  upon  the  notes,  and  did  not  by  his  will,  or 
by  making  the  defendant  one  of  the  executors  thereof,  re- 
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lease  or  intend  to  release  to  the  defendant  the  said  debt;  1829. 
that  the  money  in  the  notes  mentioned  remaining  due  and 
unpaid^  the  defendant^  after  the  death  of  Reeves,  and  before 
the  jaid  indorsement  of  the  notes  to  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on, 
&€.,  recognised  and  confirmed  the  notes  as  valid  and  sub- 
sisting, outstanding  and  unpaid,  and  paid  to  the  said  co- 
executors  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  &c.,  as  and  for, 
and  then  and  there  being  interest  on  the  money  in  the  notes 
specified ;  and  that  after  the  said  payment  of  interest,  the 
said  E,  C,  E.  A,^  and  the  defendant,  indorsed  the  note  in 
the  frst  count  mentioned,  and  the  said  £.  A.  indorsed  the 
note  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  to  the  plaintiff,  as  in 
those  counts  respectively  alleged.  Demurrer  (a)  to  the 
replication,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

CamphelU  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  plea  is  an 
answer  to  both  counts  of  the  declaration,  and  the  replication 
is  no  answer  to  the  plea.  The  declaration  charges  the 
defendant  as  the  maker  of  the  note,  but  it  no  where  alleges 
that  he  indorsed  the  note ;  for  even  the  first  count  does  not 
state  that  the  said{b)  Edward  Fox,  i.  e.  the  defendant,  was 
appointed  executor.  The  replication,  indeed,  introduces  the 
averment  that  the  defendant  indorsed  the  note,  but  if  it  is 
thereby  intended  to  charge  him  as  executor,  the  attempt  is 
abortive,  because  the  replication  is  a  departure  from  the 
declaration.  But,  even  if  the  first  count  were  good,  and  con- 
tained a  sufficient  allegation  that  the  defendant  was  indorser 
and  executor,  still  the  action  cannot  be  maintained,  because 
the  payee  of  the  note  by  appointing  the  maker  his  executor, 
extinguished  the  debt,  and  there  remained  no  interest  in  the 
note  which  could  be  assigned  by  the  executors.  It  was  so 
held,  with  respect  to  a  bond,  in  Sir  John  Nedham*8  case  (c), 
where  the  distinction  is  taken  between  the  effect  of  appointing 
a  debtor  executor,  and  of  appointing  him  administrator,  for 

(«)  The  demurrer  was  special;  (6)  Ante,  vol.  i.  123,  (a). 

but  nodiing  turned  upon  the  causes  (c)  8  Co.  Kep.  135. 

of  demurrer  assigned. 

C« 


CASES  IN  THE  KING  S  BENCH, 

it  is  there  resolved,  "  that  the  committiag  of  administnition 
by  the  archbishop  to  the  obligor,  shall  not  extinguish  the 
debt,  but  the  debt  remains;  but  if  the  obligee  makes  the 
obligor  his  executor,  it  is  a  release  in  law  of  the  debt,  for 
it  is  the  act  of  the  obligee  himself,  and  therewith  agrees 
8  Edw.  4.  3.  a,  21  Edw.  4.  2.  b,  &c."  So,  in  Wanhford  v. 
Wankford{a),  it  was  held,  that  if  obligor  is  made  executor 
to  obligee,  and  administers  some  of  the  goods,  but  does 
not  prove  the  will,  and  dies,  the  debt  is  extinguished ;  and 
the  same  distinction  was  there  pointed  out  by  Powell j  J., 
who  said  (6), ''  if  the  debtee  makes  the  debtor  and  another 
his  executors,  although  the  debtor  never  administers,  yet 
the  action  is  lost  for  ever" — "  if  administration  of  the 
goods  of  the  obligee  was  committed  to  the  obligor,  that 
was  but  a  suspension  of  the  action,  and  no  extinguishment 
of  the  debt;  but. the  reason  of  that  is,  because  the  com* 
mission  of  administration  is  not  the  act  of  the  obligee,  and 
so  is  8  Co.  136,  Sir  John  Nedham's  case."  So,  in  the 
modern  case  of  Cheetham  v.  fVard{c),  it  was  held,  that  if 
the  obligee  in  a  joint  and  several  bond  make  one  of  two 
obligors  his  executor,  with  others,  the  action  on  the  bond 
is  discharged  as  to  both  obligors.  Then,  with  respect  to 
the  second  count,  which  charges  an  indorsement  by  one 
executor,  although  it  was  resolved  in  Rawluisonv.  Stone  {d), 
after  much  debate,  that  an  administratrix  might  indorse  a 
promissory  note,  still  that  count  cannot  be  supported,  be- 
cause there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  an  indorsement 
by  one  of  several  joint  executors  can  have  the  effect  of 
passing  the  interest,  still  less  of  rendering  them  all  liable. 

F.  Pollock,  contrsl.  The  defendant  is  liable  upon  this 
promissory  note  In  the  character  either  of  maker  or  indorser. 
The  doctrine  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  that  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  debtor  as  executor  to  the  creditor  operates  as  an 
extinguishment  of  the  debt,  does  not  extend  to  negotiable 

(o)  1  Salk.  299.  (c)  1  B.  &  P.  630. 

(6)  Id.  302,303.  {d)  3  WiU.  1. 
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instruments,  and  therefore  does  not  apply  to  the  present        i8^9. 
case;  nor  are  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  doctrine, 
authorities  againt  the  present  plaintiff,  because  they  are  all 
cases  of  debts   not  transferable.      That  the  debt  is  not 
wholly  extinguished,  not  absolutely  released,  is  plain;  for 
in  equity  the  executor  is  considered  as  a  trustee  of  the 
amount  for  the  payment  of  debts   or  legacies.  Berry  v. 
Usher  (^a):  where  a  debtor  having  been  appointed  executor, 
although  without  a  legacy,  yet,  it  appearing  from  the  tenor 
of  the  will,  that  the  testator  considered  him  in  the  light  of 
a  mere  trustee  of  his  whole  property,  his  debt  was  clearly 
held  not  to  be  discharged.     The  real  effect  of  the  appoint- 
ment is  this,  and  no  more,  that  the  remedy  by  action  is 
gone,  which  has  given  rise  to  the  notion  that  the  debt  is 
absolutely  released.     Lord  Coke,  speaking  upon  this  sub- 
ject, says,  "  if  the  obligee  make  the  obligor  his  executor, 
this  is  a  release  in  law  of  the  action,  but  the  duty  remains, 
for  which  the  executor  may  retain  so  much  goods  of  the 
testator"  (6).     Now,  though,  generally  speaking,  the  action 
is  gone,  by  means  of  the  technical  reason  that  an  executor 
cannot  maintain  an  action  against  himself  or  a  co-executor, 
that  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  because  here  the 
right  of  action  may  by  indorsement  be  vested  in  a  third 
person ;  and  cessante  ratione  cessat  lex.     Then  as  to  the 
indorsement  by  one  of  the  executors,  that  is  clearly  suffi- 

(a)  11  Ves.  87.  is  to  be  considered  but  as  a  spe- 
(6)  Co.  Litt.  264  b;  upon  which  cific  bequest  or  legacy,  devised  to 
Mr.  Butler^  in  his  note  (209),  the  debtor  to  pay  the  debt,  and 
says,  '*  A  debt  is  only  a  right  to  therefore,  like  other  legacies,  it  is 
recover  the  amount  of  the  debt  not  to  be  paid  or  retained  till  the 
by  way  of  action ;  and  as  an  ex-  debts  are  satisfied ;  and  if  there 
ecutor  cannot  maintain  an  action  are  not  assets  for  tlie  payment  of 
against  himself,  or  against  a  co-  the  debts,  the  executor  is  answer- 
executor,  the  testator,  by  appoint-  able  for  it  to  the  creditors/'  And 
ing  the  debtor  an  executor  of  his  they  refer  to  Wank/ord  v.  Wank- 
wilJ,  dischaiges  the  action,  and  ford,  ISM.299;  Selwinv,  Brown, 
consequently  discharges  the  debt.  3  Bro.  P.  C.  179;  Fort.  243;  8 
Stilly  however,  when  the  creditor  Vin.  Abr.  607;  2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr. 
makes  the  debtor  his  executor,  it  461,  note  at  (Q). 
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cient  to  bind  them  all.  The  interest  of  all  the  executors 
is  entire.  The  act  of  one  would  be  sufficient  to  release  a 
debt,  or  to  convey  a  term  of  years;  therefore  it  is  sufficient 
to  transfer  the  property  in  a  promissory  note.  Besides,  this 
objection  applies  only  to  the  second  count,  and  upon  the 
grounds  already  mentioned  the  first  count  is  sustainable. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment, 
which  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  who,  after  stating  the  plead* 
ingSy  thus  proceeded:  —  It  was  contended  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  that  by  the  appointment  of  the  maker 
of  the  note  to  the  office  of  executor  of  the  payee,  the  note 
was  discharged ;  so  that  an  indorsement,  even  by  the  maker 
himself,  could  not  revive  it,  and  render  it  a  binding  instru- 
ment: and  we  are  of  that  opinion.  The  language  adopted 
ill  the  cases  of  Wankford  v.  fVankford  (a)  and  Cheetham  v. 
Ward{Jb)t  upon  this  point,  is,  that  the  debt  is  discharged. 
The  note,  in  such  cases^  is  considered  as  having  been  paid 
by  the  executor  to  himself,  and  the  amount  is  treated  as 
assets  in  his  hands;  and  upon  that  ground  it  is,  that  the 
courts  of  equity  hold  the  executor  liable  for  the  amount  df 
his  debt  as  assets.  Upon  the  authority  of  these  cases,  and 
the  principle  deducible  from  them,  that  the  debt  is  dis- 
charged, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Postea  to  the  defendant. 

(a)  1  Snlk.  299.  {b)   1  B.  &  P.  630. 
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The  King  v.  the  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Navigation 
of  the  River  Avon. 

JttY  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  An  act  of  par- 

Keynsiham  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  the  defendants,  the  rlsed^ertaiii  °" 

company  of  proprietors  of  the  navigation  of  the  river  Avon,  persons  to 

from  Hannam  Mills  to  the  city  of  Bath,  were  rated  in  the  maintain  the 

aggregate  sura  of  2/.  IO5.  upon  an  annual  value  of  100/.,  for  "^®J  ^JI^", 
.   **  ^  ^  ,      navigable,  to 

or  ID   respect  of  a  lock,  sluice,  cut,  and  land  coveted  with  scour  the  river, 

boater,  being  pari  of  the  river  Avon  in  the  same  parish,  and  cutTthrouch 

for  profits  arising  from  the  same  by  carriage  of  merchan-  lands  adjoin- 

dize  and  persons  thereoni  being  a  proportionate  part  of  the  build  "ocks 

tolls  collected  and  received  in  respect  of  merchandize  and  ^^^  making 
•    J  1  •  A  r  1  Tx         satisfaction 

persons  earned  on    the    river  Avon,   from  and   to   Han-  to  the  owners 

nam  Mills  to  and  from  the  city  of  Bath.     On  appeal,  the  of  jan^^.   The 

''    ^    ^  '^'^      '  act  then  ap- 

sessions  amended  the  rate  by  striking  out  the  words  "and  pointed  com^ 

land  covered  with  water,  being  part  of  the  river  Avon  in  this  ^i^iwand"^ 
parish/"  and  by  altering  "  .100/."  to  5/.,  and  "  2/.  10s."  to  apportioning 
2s.  6d»,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  fol*  ^[q^,  and  then 
lowing  case,  empowered 

,        .  .  •      .  ,  r         1  *^®  under- 

The  river  Avon  was  made  navigable  soon  after  the  pass-  takers  to  take 

ing  of  the  10  Ann.  c.8,  entitled  '*  An  Act  for  making  the  ThTunde"'' 

River  Avon  in  the  Counties   of  Somerset  and  Gloucester  takers  made 

navigable  from  the  City  of  Bath  to  or  near  Hannam  Mills,"    *yjg  ^^^ 

and  was  so  made  under  the  authority  of  that  act  by  the  scoured  and 

^     ,  ...  ,  ^    ,  cleansed  it 

proprietors  of  the  navigation,  the  predecessors  of  the  ap-  f,.om  time  to 

pellantsU).      By  the  47   Geo.^,  entitled    "An  Act  for  time,  and 

■^  made  a  cut 

and  lock  for  the  purposes  of  the  navit;ation,  on  land  purchased  by  ihem: — Held,  that  ihey 
were  not  the  occupiers  of  the  river  Avon,  and  not  ratable  in  respect  of  it  as  land  covered 
with  water;  but  that  they  were  ratable  in  respect  of  the  cut  and  the  lock  made  on  their 
own  land. 

(a)  The  10  ^7172.  c.  8,  s.  1,  en-  should  be  and  they  were  thereby 

acted,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen,  authorised,at  their  proper  costs  and 

and  common  council  of  the  city  of  charges,  to  make  the  river  Avon 

Bath,  their  successors  and  assigns,  (from  the  city  of  Bath,  down  into 

or  such  person  or  persons  as  they  and  within  the  mill  pool  or  weir  pool 

should    nominate    and     appu'uit,  below  liannam  Mills  and  woir,  not 
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enabling  the  Proprietors  of  the  Navigation  of  the  River 
Avon,  in  the  Counties  of  Somerset  and  Gloucester,  from 


exceeding  150  yards)  navigable  for 
boats,  lighters,  and  other  vessels; 
and  from  time  to  time  to  continue, 
maintain,  and  use  such  navigation 
in  such  manner,  and  also  by, 
through  and  upon  such  passages 
and  watercourses  into  the  said 
river  as  they  should  think  fit;  and 
for  those  purposes  to  clear,  scour, 
open,  enlarge,  or  straighten  and 
restrain  the  said  river  from  the 
place  aforesaid,  or  any  other 
streams,  brooks,  or  watercourses, 
which  came  or  might  be  brought 
into  the  same;  and  to  dig,  open, 
or  cut  the  banks  of  the  river,  or 
any  other  the  streams,  brooks, 
or  watercourses  aforesaid;  and 
to  make  any  new  cuts,  trenches, 
or  passages  for  water,  in,  upon, 
and  through  the  lands  or  grounds 
adjoining,  or  near  unco  the  river, 
streams,  brooks,  or  watercourses, 
as  they  should  think  (it  and  proper 
for  navigation  of  boats, &c.,  or  any 
ways  necessary  for  the  more  con- 
venient carrying  on  and  effecting 
the  said  undertaking,  being  the 
soil  or  ground  of  her  majesty,  or 
of  any  other  person  or  persons, 
&c.;  and  to  remove  all  trees  and 
other  obstructions  which  might 
hinder  the  navigation,  either  in 
sailing  or  haling  of  boats,  lighters, 
&c.  upon  the  river,  brooks,  &c.; 
and  to  build  and  make  over  or  in 
the  river,  streams,  &c.,  or  upon  the 
lands  adjoining  or  near  the  same, 
or  any  of  them,  such  bridges, 
sluices,  or  other  works  as  and 
where  they  the  undertakers  and 
their  successors  should  think  fit, 
and  to  alter,  repair,  and  amend 


the  same ;  and  to  make  any  ways, 
passages, &c.  for  the  carrying  com- 
modities, goods,  and  all  other 
things  to  and  from  the  river,  navi- 
gable passages,  &c.,  and  for  carry- 
ing all  manner  of  materials  for 
erecting  the  said  works,  and  for 
altering  the  same,  and  to  lay  the 
materials  on  the  ground,  near  the 
places  where  the  works  should  be 
made  or  done;  and  to  amend, 
heighten,  or  alter  any  bridges,  or 
to  turn  or  alter  any  highways  in 
or  upon  the  river,  streams,  &c., 
as  might  hinder  the  navigation 
thereon;  as  also  to  set  out  and 
appoint  towing-paths  for  haling 
or  drawing  of  boats,  &c.,  passing 
upon  the  river,  streams,  &c.,  as 
the  said  undertakers  and  their 
successors  should  think  conveni- 
ent; and  to  do  all  other  matters 
and  things  which  the  said  under- 
takers, their  assigns  and  nominees, 
should  think  necessary  for  making 
and  maintaining  the  river,  streams, 
&c.,  navigable  as  aforesaid,  or  for 
the  improvement  or  preservation 
thereof,  the  said  undertakers,  their 
successors  or  assigns,  first  giving 
satisfaction  to  the  owners  or  pro- 
prietors of  such  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments  respectively,  as 
should  be  dug,  cut,  or  removed, 
or  otherwise  made  use  of  for  path- 
ways, or  for  carrying  on  and  ef- 
fecting the  said  navigation,  or 
maintaining  the  same  according 
as  was  thereinafter  by  that  act 
provided  for  and  appointed. 

Sect.  3,  appointed  certain  per- 
sons, therein  named,  commission- 
ers for  settling  any  difference  that 
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the  City  of  Bath  to  or  near  Hannam  Mills^  to  make  and 
maintain  a  horse  towing-path  for  the  purpose  of  towing 
and  hawling  with  horses^  or  otherwise,  boats^  lighters,  and 
other  vessels  up  and  down  the  said  River;"  further  powers 
were  given  to  the  said  proprietors  (a).    The  river  has  conti- 
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might  arise  between  the  underta- 
kers, &c.  and  the  proprietors  of 
the  said  lands,  &c.;  and  empower- 
ed them  to  setde  and  determine 
what  satisfaction  everjr  such  per- 
son should  have  for  such  propor- 
tion of  his  lands,  &c.  as  should  be 
catydog,  removed,  or  made  use  of  as 
aforesaid,  and  for  the  damage  that 
should  be  thereby  sustained ;  and 
to  adjust  and  settle  what  share 
and  proportion  of  such  purchate" 
money  or  satisfiiction  every  tenant 
or  other  person  having  a  particular 
estate,  term,  or  interest  in  any  of 
the  premises,  should  have  for  his 
respective  interest  or  right. 

Sect.  4  enacted,  that  in  consider- 
ation of  the  charges  and  expenses 
the  undertakers,  &c.  would  be  at 
not  only  in  making  the  river  navi- 
gable, but  also  in  repairing  and 
keeping  up  the  said  works,  locks, 
&c.,  it  should  be  lawful  for  them 
at  all  times  thereafter  to  demand, 
receive,  and  take  for  their  own 
proper  use  and  benefit  in  respect 
of  their  charges  and  expenses 
aforesaid,  for  all  and  every  passen- 
ger, goods,  &c.  that  should  be  car- 
ried down  the  said  river  from  the 
city  of  Bath  to  Ilannam  Mills, 
the  rates  and  duties  ihereafler 
mentioned. 

Sect.  13  reserved  to  the  lords, 
owners,  or  proprietors  of  all  roy- 
alties or  liberties  of  fishing  or 
fowling  in  the  river,  their  respec- 
tive rights  of  fishing  or  fowling  in 
the  same. 


Sect.  15  enacted,  that  in  case 
the  undertakers  of  the  navigation 
should  not,  when  occasion  requir- 
ed, sufficiently  repair  and  amend 
all  defects  and  decays  tiiat  should 
happen  to  the  locks  erected  by 
virtue  of  the  act,  or  within  four 
days  after  notice  given  to  them  to 
do  the  same,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  proprietors  or  possessors  of 
the  weirs  and  mills  adjoining  to 
such  locks  to  repair  the  same. 

(a)  The  47  Geo,  5,  after  recit- 
.  ing  the  10  Ann,  c.  8,  the  appoint- 
ment of  nominees  to  execute  the 
works,  and  that  such  nominees 
had  proceeded  to  purchase  lands, 
&c.,  and  to  make  the  navigation 
and  works,  and  to  carry  on  the 
same  under  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  recited  act,  and  that 
the  tolls  arising  from  the  naviga- 
tion, together  with  the  locks  and 
other  works  belonging  to  the 
same,  had  become  vested  in  the 
company  of  proprietors  of  the  Ken- 
nett  and  Avon  Canal  Navigation, 
enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  said  company  to  make 
towing-paths  for  drawing  with 
horses,  &c.  any  boats  or  other  ves- 
sels navigating  thereon,  between 
Bath  and  the  mill  pool  and  weir, 
below  Hannam  Mills  and  weir,  not 
exceeding  150  yards;  to  purchase 
lands  for  that  purpose;  and  upon 
payment  or  tender  of  the  money 
agreed  upon  for  the  purchase  of 
such  lands,  immediately  to  enter 
upon  such  lands. 
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1899.  nued  to  the  time  of  making  the  rate  navigable  and  navigated, 
and  the  proprietors  have  received  the  tolls,  rates  and  duties 
given  by  the  acts,  or  either  of  them,  from  all  passengers 
and  goods  passing  on  the  river.  No  part  of  the  towing- 
path  mentioned  in  the  act  of  the  47  Geo.  S,  is  within  the 
parish  of  Keynsham.  A  certain  cut  was,  before  the  passing 
of  the  47  Geo,  3,  made  in  the  respondent  parish  as  part  of 
the  river,  and  a  certain  lock  within  that  parish  and  in  that 
cut  was  at  the  same  time  constructed  at  the  expense  of  the 
proprietors  for  the  purposes  of  the  navigation,  and  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  10  Ann.;  and  both  have  been 
and  still  are  used  for  the  same  purposes  by  persons  paying 
tolls,  rates  and  duties  to  the  proprietors.  The  proprietors 
have  and  still  do  under  the  powers  of  the  act  of  10  Ann.  from 
time  to  time,  as  need  requires,  clear,  scour  and  cleanse 
the  bed  of  the  river.  The  clear  annual  amount  of  the  tolls, 
rates  and  duties,  received  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  10  Ann. 
on  the  navigation,  which  is  eleven  miles  in  length,  is  4000/. 
per  annum.  The  length  of  the  river  in  the  respondent  pa- 
rish is  three  miles;  the  length  of  the  cut  in  that  parish  is 
300  yards.  No  specific  toll,  rate,  or  duty,  is  payable  for 
passing  the  lock  or  cut.  For  the  purposes  of  the  tolls, 
rates  and  duties,  the  cut  and  lock  are  parts  of  the  naviga- 
tion of  the  river.  I1ie  cut  and  lock  are  substituted  for  the 
natural  river.  None  of  the  appellants  reside  within  the 
respondent  parish.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  is,  whether  the  appellants  are  ratable  for  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  rate.  If  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  whole  is  ratable,  the  rate  to 
be  confirmed.  If  they  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  cut  and 
lock  only  are  ratable,  the  rate  to  be  amended  by  reducing 
the  annual  value  to  5/.,  and  the  amount  of  assessment  to 
2s»  Qd.  If  they  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  lock  only  is 
ratable,  the  rate  to  be  amended  by  reducing  the  annual 
value  to  2/.  lOs.,  and  the  amount  of  the  assessment  to 
Is.  Sd.  If  they  shall  be  of  opinion  that  no  part  is  ratable, 
the  rate  to  be  quashed. 
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This  case  was  first  argued  at  the  sittings  in  banc  before  1SQ9 . 

the  last  term,  when  the  Court  took  time  to  consider  of 
their  judgment  They  afterwards  directed  the  case  to  be 
re-argued  before  the  whole  Court,  which  was  done  accord- 
ingly in  the  early  part  of  the  present  term. 

Jeremy  and  Moody  in  support  of  the  rate.  The  rate  is 
good  to  the  extent  of  its  whole  subject-matter.  The  com- 
pany need  not  be  the  owners  of  the  banks  and  bed  of  the 
river  in  order  to  their  being  ratable  in  respect  of  the 
profits;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  are  the  occupiers:  and  that 
they  clearly  are,  for  the  case  finds  as  a  fact  that  they  have 
scoured  and  cleansed  the  bed  of  the  river,  an  act  which 
would  in  an  ordinary  case  be  of  itself  sufficient  evidence, 
not  only  of  occupation,  but  even  of  possessory  title.  But 
if  that  act  must  be  taken  to  have  been  done  merely  in  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  company  by  the  acts 
of  parliament,  still  enough  appears  from  them  to  shew, 
that  the  company  are  the  owners  of  the  soil  of  the  river. 
The  first  section  of  10  Attn.  c.  8,  authorises  the  under- 
takers and  their  successors  to  clear,  scour,  open,  enlarge, 
or  straighten  the  river;  to  dig,  open,  or  cut  the  banks;  to 
make  new  cuts  for  water  through  the  lands  adjoining  the 
river;  to  remove  trees  and  other  obstructions;  to  make 
over  or  in  the  river,  or  upon  the  adjoining  lands,  bridges^ 
sluices,  and  other  works;  and  to  do  all  things  necessary 
for  making  and  maintaining  the  river  navigable :  first  giving 
satisfaction  to  the  owners  of  such  lands  as  shall  be  made 
use  of  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  navigation.  By 
the  second  section,  commissioners  are  appointed  for  set- 
tling differences  between  the  undertakers  and  the  pro- 
prietors of  such  lands,  and  they  are  empowered  to  settle 
what  proportion  of  the  purchase-money  every  person  having 
a  particular  estate  or  interest  in  any  of  the  premises  shall 
have  for  bis  respective  estate  or  interest.  That  is  in  effect 
giving  the  company  power  to  purchase  lands,  in  which 
respect  this  act  of  parliament  differs  from   the   16  &  17 
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18^9.        Car.  %  c.  12,  passed  for  making  the  river  Itchin  navigable; 

"^"^•^^        for  that  act  contained  no  clause  giving  the  undertakers  power 

9,  to  purchase  lands,  nor  did  it  recognise  in  them  any  right  of 

Avon        goi|  in  ^^  {^^j  q|.  banks  of  the  river;  and  that  was  one  of 
Company. 

the  grounds  upon  which  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Hollis 

V.  Goldfinch  (a)  proceeded.  It  was  there  held,  that  the 
undertakers  could  not  maintain  trespass  for  an  injury  done 
to  the  bank  of  the  river;  here  the  company  clearly  might 
maintain  trespass  for  any  injury  done  to  the  bed  or  banks  of 
the  river:  therefore,  they  must  be  in  the  possession,  or  at 
least  in  the  occupation,  of  the  river.  The  fifteenth  section  of 
the  10  jinn.  c.  8,  enacts,  that  in  case  the  undertakers  of  the 
navigation  shall  not  sufficiently  repair  and  amend  all  decays 
which  shall  happen  to  the  locks  within  four  days  after 
notice  given  to  them  to  do  the  same,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  proprietors  or  possessors  of  the  weirs  and  mills  adjoin- 
ing to  such  locks  to  repair  the  same.  The  right  of  entry 
given  in  that  particular  case  necessarily  implies  the  ex- 
clusion of  that  right  in  all  other  cases,  and  shews  that  the 
legislature  considered  the  company  as  the  owners  of  the 
locks.  By  the  47  Geo.  3,  reciting  the  10  Ann.  c.  8,  and 
the  appointment  of  nominees  to  execute  the  works,  and 
that  such  nominees  had  proceeded  to  purchase  lands  and 
hereditaments,  and  to  make  the  navigation  and  works,  and 
to  carry  on  the  same,  and  that  the  tolls  and  locks  arising 
from  and  belonging  to  the  same  had  become  vested  in  the 
company,  it  is  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  com- 
pany to  make  towing-paths,  and  to  purchase  lands  for  that 
purpose,  and  upon  payment  or  tender  of  the  money  agreed 
upon  for  the  purchase  of  such  lands,  immediately  to  enter 
upon  such  lands.  The  company,  therefore,  are  the  owners 
of  the  navigation,  and  the  case  finds  expressly,  that  they 
have  from  time  to  time  cleansed  and  scoured  the  bed  of 
the  river.  That  is  of  itself  sufficient  evidence  of  occupa* 
tion,  and  gives  the  company  a  possessory  title;  therefore, 
they  are  the  occupiers  of  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  might 
((f)  3  D.  &  B.  316 ;  1  B.  &  C.  205. 
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maintain  trespass  in  respect  of  it.     They  have  an  interest 
in  the  realty:  Buckeridge  v.  Ingram  {a).    {BayleygJ.     If     xheKiTo 
that  case  applies  at  all^  it  shews  that  the  soil  did  not  pass.]  v. 

But  it  shews  that  an  interest  in  the  soil  did  pass.  In  Rex  Compamt. 
▼.  Palmer  (6),  and  Rex  v.  The  Earl  of  Portmore,(c),  it  was 
admitted  without  argument,  that  the  proprietors  of  a  river 
navigation  were  ratable  in  respect  of  such  interest  in  the 
bed  of  the  river.  But  even  if  the  company  have  not  such 
an  interest  in  the  soil  as  would  enable  them  to  maintain 
trespass,  they  are  nevertheless  ratable  in  respect  of  their 
profits;  they  are  ratable  as  the  beneficial  occupiers  of  land 
locally  situate  within  the  parish.  Rex  v.  Cardington  {d), 
Rex  V.  The  Aire  and  Calder  Navigation  (e),  Rex  v.  Mae- 
donald{f).  Rex  v.  3%e  Trent  and  Mersey  Navigation  {g\ 
Rex  V.  The  Birmingham  Gas  Company  {h).  Rex  v.  The 
Brighton  Gas  Company  (t).  Rex  v.  Bath  {k).  Rex  v.  The 
Rochdale  Water-works  (J),  Atkins  v.  Davis  (m).  In  Rex  v. 
Liverpool  (»),  and  Rex  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Weaver  Na- 
vigation (o)y  the  parties  were  held  not  to  be  ratable,  be- 
cause the  tolls  were  applicable  to  public  purposes,  which 
was  in  conformity  with  a  prior  decision  in  Rex  v.  Salter's 
Load  Sluice  Navigation  (p);  and  in  the  The  Duke  of  New- 
castle  V.  Clarke  {q),  it  was  held,  that  the  commissioners  of 
sewers  could  not  maintain  trespass,  because  they  merely 
exercised  an  authority  on  behalf  of  the  public,  which 
vested  no  property  or  possessory  interest  in  themselves^ 

(a)  3  Ves.  jun.  652.  (0  8  D.  &  R.  308;    5  B.  &  C. 

(6)  SD.&R.793;    IB.&C.  466. 

546.  (k)  14  East,  609. 

(0  9  D.  &  R.  798;  1  B.  & C.  (/)  1  M.  &  S.634. 

551.  (m)  Cald.  315.     And  see  the 

(d)  Cowper,  581.  cases   collected  in    Rex  v.  The 

(e)  8  Term  Rep.  660.  Trent  and  Mertey  Naoigatianf  S 
(/}  18  East,  324.  D.  &  R.  755,  n. 

fe)SD.  &R.  752;  IB.&C.  (n)  7  B.&C.61. 

545.  (o)  7  B.&C.70,n. 

(A)  8  D.  &  R.  735 ;  1  B.  &  C.  (p)  4  Term  Rep.  730. 

506.  (if)  8  Taunt.  60S ;  9  Moore,  e&O. 


30  CASES  IN  THE  KINg's  BENCH, 

1829.        those  cases,  therefore,  are  none  of  them  authorities  to  affect 
the  present. 

Campbell,  B4)g€r8,  and  Bere,  contrd.  The  47  Geo.  S 
hBM  no  bearing  upon  the  question,  because  the  case  finds 
that  no  part  of  the  towing-path  mentioned  in  that  statute 
is  within  the  parish  of  Keynsham ;  and  confining  the  ques- . 
tion  to  the  10  Anne,  c.  8,  it  is  clear  that  the  company  are 
not  ratable  either  for  the  land  covered  with  water,  the 
locks,  or  the  sluice.  First,  they  are  not  ratable  for  the 
land  covered  with  water,  being  part  of  the  river  Avon,  be- 
cause they  are  not  occupiers  of  that  land  within  the  mean^ 
ing  of  the  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  not  being  in  the  actual  occupation  of 
the  soil  of  the  riven  The  10  jinn.  c.  8,  gives  the  company 
no  interest  either  in  the  soil  or  the  water;  nor  does  it  give 
them  even  the  right  to  use  the  water  in  any  more  ample 
degree  than  they  originally  possessed  as  part  of  the  public, 
or  than  the  rest  of  the  public  still  possess.  Their  interest 
most  resembles  that  of  trustees  of  a  turnpike^road,  though 
with  this  difference,  that  trustees  of  roads  have  no  interest  in 
the  tolls,  whereas  the  tolls  are  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  act 
granted  to  this  company,  lu  consideration  of  their  charges 
and  expenses  in  making  the  river  navigable,  and  keeping 
the  locks  in  repair.  Toll  taken  upon  a  river  navigation, 
and  toll  taken  upon  a  canal,  are  essentially  different;  the 
•one  is  in  the  nature  <^  toll  thorough :  the  other  is  strictly 
speaking  toll  traverse.  Here  the  company  are  authorised 
to  take  toll  of  those  who  pass  over  the  soil  of  the  river, 
which  belongs  to  third  persons,  and  along  the  river  itself, 
which  is  a  public  highway ;  the  toll,  therefore,  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  toll  thorough,  because  the  owners  of  it  claim 
no  iftteisest  in  the  soil,  but  take  it  in  consideration  of  cleans- 
ing and  keeping  open  the  navigation:  a  condderation  which 
would  be  sufficient  at  common  law,  Lord  Pelham  v.  Ptck- 
ersgill{a).    But  toll  taken  upon  a  canal  requires  no  consi- 

(«i)  1 T.  R.  660. 


HILARY  TERM,  IX  AND  X  GEO.   IV.  31 

deration  {a),  for  it  is  **  a  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  for         1839. 
passing  over  the  private  soil  of  another/'  as  defined  in  the     JlJ^'^J^ 
case  of  Ueshord  v.  Wills  (6);  and  the  proprietors  of  a  canal  v. 

which  they  have  cut  through  their  own  land  may  demand  ^  ^^^Zy 
toll  of  those  that  use  \t,  without  shewing  any  consideration 
to  support  the  demand.  In  respect  of  the  profits  arising 
from  their  tolls,  therefore,  the  company  are  not  liable  to  be 
rated,  because  toll  thorough  is  not  ratable,  though  toll 
traverse  is.  Then,  except  the  right  of  taking  toll,  which  is 
not  an  interest  in  the  soil,  the  company  have  really  no  inte- 
rest at  ail.  The  act  of  parliament  gives  them  no  interest  in 
the  soil ;  they  coald  not  maintain  trespass  for  any  injury 
done  to  the  soil:  consequently,  they  are  iiot  ratable  as 
occupiers  of  the  soil.  That  is  the  only  true  criterion  of 
ratability  m  respect  of  land.  "  A  party,"  said  Lawrence,  J. 
in  Rex  v.  Watson (c),  "  if  ratable  at  all  in  respect  of  land, 
must  be  rated  as  occupier ;  occupation,  properly  speaking, 
is  possession,  and  trespass  can  only  Jbe  brought  by  him  who 
is  in  possession  of  the  land  :'*  and  observations  of  a  similar 
nature  were  made  by  Le  Blanc,  J.,  in  Rex  ▼.  Ellis  (d),  and 
by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  The  Mayor  of  SuMury  {e).  But 
it  has  been  said  that  the  company  could  maintain  trespass 
for  an  injury  done  to  the  soil  of  the  river,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, they  are  ratable  as  the  occupiers.  Now,  until  the 
passing  of  the  statute  of  Anne,  the  soil  in  the  river  must 
have  been  in  some  other  persons  as  the  occupiers,  who 
were,  as  sndi,  entitled  to  maintain  trespass  for  any  injury 
done  to  it.  But  the  statute  has  made  no  alteration  in  this 
respect ;  it  has  not  taken  away  the  bed  of  the  river,  or  the 
beneath  k  from  their  former  owners ;  it  has  merely 


(a)  To  support  a  claim  of  toll  whom  it  is  claimed.     Mayor  of 

tra^^rse,  a  special  consideration  FarmouM  v.  Eaton,  8  Burr.  1403; 

nted  i>ot  be  stown,  lUcktBrds  y.  Rill  v.  Smith,  4  Taunt.  5S0. 

Bennett,  2  D.  &  K.  869 ;  1  B.  &  (6)  1  Sid.  464;  t  Mod.  48. 

C.  228;  but  a  daim  of  toll  tho-  (c)  5  East,  487. 

rough  cannot  be  supported  with-  {d)  1  M.  &  S.  664. 

oat    shewing  a  beneficial  consi-  (0  2D.  &R.  651;  1  B.  Sc  C. 

deration  moving  to  the  person  of  895. 
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1829.  conferred  upon  the  company  certain  rights  to  be  exercised 
in  the  soil  of  other, persons :  the  former  owners,  therefore, 
still  continue  entitled  to  the  soil,  subject  only  to  an  ease- 
ment granted  to  the  company,  and  may  still  maintain  tres- 
pass, for  any  injury  done  to  the  soil.  But  that  easement 
may. not  extend  over  the  whole  bed  of  the  riven  It  is  a 
right  of  entry  for  the  purposes  of  maintaining  the .  naviga- 
tion,.  as  scouring,  cleansing,  enlarging,  or  narrowing  the 
course  of  the  river;  but  there  may  have  been  portions  of 
the  river  which  have  never  required  either  scouring,  cleans- 
ing, enlarging,  or  narrowing ;  and  if  so,  the  company  have 
never  had  any  right  of  entry  upon  those  parts,  and  would 
be  liable  to  an  action  by  the  original  owners  of  the. soil  if 
they  entered  there,  or  upon  any  other  part  of  the  river,  un- 
necessarily, or  for  any  purpose  not  specified  in  the  act  of 
parliament  Then,  if  the  original  owners  of  the  bed  of  the 
river  can  maintain  trespass  against  a  wrong-doer,  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  company,  who  have  merely  an  easement 
therein,  cannot ;  and  if  so,  they  are  not  the  occupiers  so 
as  to  be  ratable,  for  it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  a 
mere  easement  in  the  soil  of  another  is  not  ratable.  Rex 
V.  Jolliffe  (a).  It  might  as  well  be  said  that  the  owner  of  a 
ferry  is,  as  such,  the  owner  of  the  soil,  as  that  this  company 
are,  in  respect  of  their  right  of  entry,  the  owners  of  the  bed 
of  the  river.  He  has  a  right  to  use  the  water  in  crossing 
the  river,  and  if  the  owner  of  the  soil  were  to  infringe  that 
right,  by  diverting  the  water,  he  would  be  guilty  of  a  tort, 
and  would  be  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case  by  the  owner 
of  the  ferry;  but. still  the  owner  of  the  ferry  has  no  interest 
in  the  soil  of  the  river,  nor  have  the  company  in  the  soil  of 
this  navigation.  The  general  rule  is,  that  trespass  is  only 
maintainable  for  injuries  to  corporeal  hereditaments  in  pos- 
session. The  only  exceptions  to  that  rule  are  a  free  warren 
and  a  several  fishery;  and  with  respect  to  the  latter  of 
those,  it  has  been  much  doubted  whether  it  can  exist  dis- 

(a)  3  T.  R,  90. 
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tinct  from  the  propertj  in  the  soil.  Seymour  \.  Lord 
Courtenay{a)\  TAe  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  FogwelKjby  But 
passing  over  that  doubt,  the  principle  upon  which  the 
owners  of  those  franchises  may  maintain  trespass  in  respect 
of  them  is,  that  they  have  the  exclusive  possession,  without 
which  no  man  can  main^tain  trespass*  The  plaintiff  in  tres- 
pass must  have  an  interest  in  the  landj  ChaUenor  v.  TAo- 
mai  (c),  where  it  was  held  that  ejectment  does  not  lie  for  a 
watercourse,  and  where  the  Court  said,  *'  The  action  ought 
to  be  for  so  many  acres  of  land  covered  with  water.  But 
if  the  land  under  the  river  or  water  does  not  belong  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  the  river  only,  then,  on  a  disturbance,  his  re- 
medy is  only  by  action  on  the  case  on  any  diversion  of  it, 
and  not  otherwise."  It  is  the  same  with  respect  to  the 
owner  of  the  tolls  of  a  market;  his  right  is  analogous  to 
that  of  the  company  in  this  case  ;  but  the  lessee  of  market 
tolls «  not  being  the  owner  of  the  soil,  is  not  ratable  to  the 
poor  as  an  occupier  of  a  tenement.  Rex  v.  Bell{d).    The 
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(a)  5  Barr.  9814. 

(6)  8  D.  &  R.  747 ;  5  B.  &  C. 
875.  lo  the  latter  case  Barley,  J. 
said,  **  Does  a  several  fishery  ne- 
cessarily imply  an  ownership  of 
the  soily  or  may  it  exist  indepen- 
dently of  it?  Upon  that  point 
much  legal  discussion  has  taken 
place;  but  when  I  consider  the 
nature  of  the  franchise  itself,  and 
the  law  with  respect  to  fisheries 
in  rirers  generally,  I  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  saying  that,  in  m^v  opi- 
nion, this*  was  not  a  territorial 
or  corporeal  hereditament,  hut  a 
merely  incorporeal  franchise .'^  His 
lordsliip  then  quoted  a  passage 
firom  Co.  Lite.  4  b,  which  see, 
and  added,  ^Now  that  supposes 


a  grant  made  by  the  owner  of  tli^ 
soil,  capable  of  granting  the  soil, 
and  ^et  shews  that  a  grant  of  a 
several  fishery,  though  followed  up 
by  livery,  which  applies  only  to 
what  is  corporeal,  would  not  cor\- 
vey  the  soil,  the  livery  being  made 
if  nothing  is  granted  but  a  fishery, 
secundum  formam  charts.  Then 
nothing  passes  to  the  grantee  but 
a  right  to  take  the  fish;  he  ac- 
quires no  property  either  in  the 
water  or  in  the  soil.''  8  D.  &  R. 
754,  755. 

(c)  Yelv.  143;  Gouldsb.  §: 
Brownl.  148. 

(d)  5  M.  &  S.  221.  And  see 
Rex  V.  Motley,  3  D.  &  R.  385; 
2  B.  &  C.  227. 


*  The  franchise  in  that  case  was  a 
severa]  fishery  in  a  navigable  river, 
where   the  tide  ebbed   and    flowed, 
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granted  by  tlte  Crown  (o  a  subject 
before  Magna  Charla. 


The  Kino 

V. 
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1829.  mere  use  of  land,  even  though  sole  and  exclusive^  does  not 
give  the  party  a  right  to  maintain  trespass.  Thus  trespass 
will  not  lie  for  the  disturbance  of  a  right  to  sit  in  a  pew ; 

Avon  Dawirie  v.  Dee  (a);  Stocks  v.  Booih(b)\  nor  for  the  in- 
fringement of  a  right  of  common,  or  the  disturbance  of  a 
private  right  of  way»  because  it  is  a  damage  done  to  a  pri- 
viiegCj  liberty,  or  easement,  which  one  roan  has  in  the  soil 
of  another,  for  which  he  cannot  bring  trespass,  though  he 
may  have  an  action  on  the  case.  Com.  Dig.  Tre^ss,  D. 
But  the  company  here  have  not  the  sole  and  exclusive  use 
of  the  river,  but  a  limited  use  only,  which,  at  all  events, 
would  not  support  trespass.  Thus  commissioners  of 
sewers,  having  only  an  authority  to  be  exercised  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public,  which  vests  no  property  or  posses- 
sory interest  in  themselves,  cannot  maintain  trespass.  I'ke 
Duke  of  Newcastle  v.  Clarke  (c).  Many  other  instances  of 
a  similar  kind  might  be  mentioned.  The  case  of  Bucke- 
ridge  v.  Ingram  (d),  which  has  been  cited  on  the  other  side, 
is  a  decisive  authority  to  shew  that  the  company  here  have 
no  interest  in  the  soil,  but  a  mere  easement  over  it.  The 
powers  given  to  the  undertakers  in  the  case  of  Hollis  v. 
Goldfinch  (e),  cannot  be  distinguished  from  those  conferred 
upon  the  company  in  this  case;  yet  there  it  was  held  that 
the  proprietors  had  no  interest  in  the  soil,  and  could  not 
maintain  trespass  for  an  injury  done  to  it.  The  river  Avon, 
like  other  navigable  rivers,  is  common  to  all  the  King's  sub- 
jects ;  it  is  a  public  highway  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Chemin,  A. ;  and 
no  individual  can  have  the  exclusive  ownership  or  occupa- 
tion of  it.  In  Rex  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Com- 
pany (/*),  where  a  railway  was  made  under  the  authority  of 
an  act  of  parliament,  by  which  the  proprietors  were  incor- 


(fl)  2  Roll.  Rep.  139;  Palmer,  ,    (c)  8  Taunt.  602;    2  Moore, 

46.  606. 

(b)  1  T.  R.  428.     See  all  the  (d)  2  Ves.jun.652. 

authorities  upon   this  point  col-  (e)  2  D.  &  R.  316;  1  B.  &C. 

lected  in  Byerley  v.  Windui,  7  D.  805. 

&R.564;  5B.&C.  1.  (/)  2  B.  &  A.  646. 
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porated,  and  it  was  provided  that  the  public  should  have        1839. 
the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  railway ;  and  the  company 
afterwards  took  up  the  railway:  it  was  held^  that  a  man<^     ''""v/ 
damus  might  issue  to  the  company  to  reinstate  the  railway.     Q^p^^^ 
In  this  case  the  company  must  be  considered  as  mere  ti'us- 
tees  for  the  public,  likie  commissioners  of  sewers  or  trustees 
of  a  turnpike  rodd,  and  as  such  it  is  quite  clear  that  they 
have  no  interest  or  occupation  in  respect  of  which  they  can 
be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.    The  arguments  above 
addressed  to  the  land  covered  with  water,  are  equally  appli- 
cable to  the  cuts  and  the  sluices.     The  company  have  only 
the  right  of  making  cuts  through  the  soil  of  other  persons ; 
and  that  gives  them  no  interest  in  the  soil.     It  is  the  same 
also  with  respect  to  the  sluices,  which  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  sluices  made  by  commissioners  of  sewers. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment, 
which  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Tenter  DEN,  C.  J. — ^The  rate  in  dispute  in  this 
case  was  assessed  upon  locks,  a  sluice,  and  land  covered 
with  water,  and  the  profits  arising  therefrom.  On  appeal, 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  amended  the  rate  by  striking 
out  the  words  "  land  covered  with  water."  The  question 
in  this  case  was  precisely  the  same  as  that  in  the  case  of 
The  King  v.  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Mersey  and 
Irwell  Natigation,  decided  this  term  (a).  In  that  case  we 
were  of  opinion  that  the  land  covered  with  water  was  not 
in  the  occupation  of  the  proprietors  of  the  Mersey  and 
Irwell  navigation,  and  therefore  that  they  were  not  liable  to 
be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  the  same. 
In  this  case,  apon  the  same  ground,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  proprietors  of  the  navigation  of  the  river^Avon  are  not 
the  occupiers  of  the  land  covered  with  water,  being  part  of 
the  river  Avon,  and  are  not  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor  in  respect  of  the  same;  and,  consequently,  that 

(«)  Poi^ 
d2 
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the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  did  right  in  amending  the 
rate  by  striking  out  of  it  the  words,  "  land  covered  with 
water,  being  part  of  the  river  Avon."  We  concur  with  the 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  deciding  that  the  cut  or  navi- 
gable canal,  which  was  actually  made  by  this  company  upon 
land  purchased  by  them,  and  the  lock  which  they  have 
erected  on  such  land,  are,  acccording  to  all  the  authorities, 
fit  subjects  to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor ;  and  this 
our  opinion  being  conformable  with  that  of  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  the  effect  is,  that  the  rule  for  setting 
aside  the  order  of  that  Court  must  be  discharged. 


Order  of  Sessions  affirmed. 


The  King  v.  The  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the  City  of 
London. 

Mandamui  to    JUaNDJMUS  to  the  defendants  to  admit  and  swear 

LweTmin^T^  fle/iry  Winchester  into  the  place  and  office  of  Alderman  of 

London,  to  ad-  the  ward  of  Vint ry,  in  the  city  of  London.     The  defend- 

office  of  alder-  ^^^^  returned  the  writ  as  follows  : — ^The  execution  of  this 

man.  Return,  ^rit  appears  in  the  schedule  annexed.  The  answer  of  the 
that  by  certain  ,,,  ...  .^r^ 

proceedings  mayor  and  aldermen  withm  mentioned.  ii.Brou;/!, mayor, 
(set  out)  had  at 

a  court  of  wardqiote,  A,  was  declared  elected;  that  a  return  thereof  was  made  to  the 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  ;  that  that  court  has  from  time  immemorial  had  cogni- 
zance to  adjudge  upon  all  elections  at  wardmote  courts  to  city  offices,  upon  petition  by 
any  person  mterested  ;  that  persons  interested  petitioned  against  the  return  of  A. ;  that 
the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  upon  inquiry,  declared  the  election  void;  and  that 
A.  was  not  duly  elected.  Traverse,  that  A.  was  not  duly  elected,  and  issue.  Proof, 
that  at  the  election  three  poll  clerks  were  first  appointed,  and  two  of  them  afterwards 
dismissed;  that  upon  a  scrutiny  being  demanded  the  wardmote  was  aMijoumed  "  to 
meet  again  on  a  fresh  summons  f  that  the  mayor  then  went  out  of  office,  and  the  new 
mayor  assembled  a  wardmote  by  a  fresh  summons,  took  the  scrutiny,  and  declared  A, 
duly  elected ;  and  that  a  return  thereof  being  made  to  the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen, 
they,  upon  petition,  declared  the  election  void.  Special  case  stating  the  above  facts. 
— Held,6rst,  that  the  return  was  good  in  form  ;  secondly,  that  the  claim  of  coenizance 
by  the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  did  not  exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  the  .Court  of 
Jt.  B. ;  thirdly,  that  the  dismissal  of  the  poll  clerks,  and  the  change  of  the  mayor,  were 
no  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  election ;  and  fourthly,  that  the  mode  of  adjourning 
the  wardmote  was  not  a  dissolution,  and  did  not  affect  the  proceedings  at  the  scrutiny. 
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A.  C.  Glynn,  8cc.     Wci  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  London,  mentioned  in  the  writ  hereto  annexed,  do     rnTT^ 
humbly  certify  and  return  to  our  Sovereign  Lord  the  King,  v. 

in  the  Court  of  our  said  Lord  the  King,  before  the  King  1^^^^^ 
himself  at  Westminster,  at  the  time  in  the  said  writ  men- 
tioned, that  the  city  of  London  is,  and  from  time  whereof 
tha  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  hath  been  an 
ancient  city,  and  that  the  citizens  and  freemen  of  the  said 
city  during  all  that  time  have  been  a  body  politic  and  cor- 
porate in  deed,  fact,  and  name,  by  divers  names  of  incor- 
poration, and  that  they  are  now  a  body  politic  and  cor- 
porate by  the  name  of  "  the  mayor  and  commonalty  and 
citizens  of  the  city  of  London ;"  and  that  within  the  said 
city  from  time  whereof^  &c.,  there  of  right  have  been,  and 
still  are,  divers  wards,  and,  among  others,  the  said  ward  of 
Vintry  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  and  divers  citizens  and 
freemen  of  the  said  city,  who  have  been,  and  have  been  called, 
aldermen  of  the  said  city ;  and  that  the  office  of  an  alderman 
of  the  said  city  for  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  hath 
been  and  still  i»  a  public  office,  and  an  office  of  great  trust 
and  pre*eminence  within  the  said  city,  touching  the  rule 
and  government  thereof;  and  we,  the  mayor,  &c.,  do  further 
humbly  certify  and  return,  that  from  time  whereof,  8cc., 
there  of  right  hath  been  and  still  ought  to  be,  within  the 
said  city,  a  certain  court  of  record,  called  the  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  said  city  of  London,  holden 
in  the  Guildhall  of  and  within  the  said  city,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  said  city,  before  the  mayor  of  the  said 
city  for  the  time  being,  or  his  locum  tenens,  and  the  aldermen 
thereof,  or  at  least  twelve  others  of  the  said  aldermen,  at 
such  times  as  hath  seemed  meet  and  necessary  to  the  mayor 
of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being,  upon  due  notice  pre- 
viously given  thereof,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
city,  for  (among  other  things)  the  consulting  about  and 
transacting  lawful  and  necessary  affairs  concerning  the  good 
government  of  the  said  city.  AwA  we,  the  said  mayor,  &c., 
do  further  humbly  certify,  &c.,  that  from  time  whereof.  Sic., 
certain  assemblies  or  courts,  called  wardmote  courts,  have 
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i899.         been  of  right  holden  from  time  to  time  on  divers  days  in 
Th  K  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  wards  within  the  said  city  respectively,  for 

V.  (among  other  things)  the  election  of  divers  persons  into 

London.^  divers  offices  and  places  in  the  said  city,  by  virtue  of  pre- 
cepts issued  for  such  elections  respectively ;  to  which  re* 
spective  precepts  returns  during  all  that  time  have  been 
made,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been  made,  and  still  of 
right  ought  to  be  made  into  the  said  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen,  and  that  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen, 
holden  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city, 
from  time  whereof,  &c.,  hath  had,  and  of  right  ought  to  have 
had,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  the  cognizance,  jurisdio^ 
tion  and  authority  of  examining,  hearing,  determining  and 
at^udging  of  and  concerning  the  election  and  return  of  every 
person  elected  into  any  place  or  office  within  the  said  city,  at 
any  such  wardmote  court  holden  as  aforesaid,  whensoever 
the  merits  of  any  such  election  or  return  have  been  brought 
into  question  by  the  petition  of  any  person  interested 
therein,  to  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  holden  as 
aforesaid.  And  we,  the  said  mayor  &c.,  do  further  certify, 
&c.,  that  from  time  whereof,  &c.,  there  hath  been,  and  sttU 
of  right  ought  to  be  within  the  said  city  a  certain  court  or 
assembly  called  the  court  of  common  council,  holden 
before  the  mayor  or  his  locum  tenens,  and  the  aldermen  of 
the  said  city  for  the  time  being,  and  the  commons  of  the 
said  city,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  duly  elected  and 
chosen  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city  in  that 
behalf,  being  assembled  together  upon  reasonable  summons 
thereof  previously  given  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
city ;  which  said  commons  of  the  said  city  so  elected  as 
aforesaid,  together  with  the  mayor,  or  his  locum  tenens,  and 
aldermen  aforesaid,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  have  been 
the  common  council  of  the  said  city,  to  consult  of  and  upon 
all  matters  and  things  proposed  in  common  council  con- 
cerning the  said  city,  and  to  give  and  declare  their  assent 
and  dissent  as  well  for  themselves  as  for  the  rest  of  the 
commonalty   and  citizens  of  the  said  city;  and  that  the 
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said  mayor,  or  his  locum  tenens;  aldermen,  and  commons,        1899. 
or  the  major  part  of  them,  so  assembled  in  common  council,  ^^ 

during  all  the  time  aforesaid  have  been  used  and  accustomed,  v. 

and  have  had  and  still  have  a  right  to  make,  constitute  and  ^^^  ^' 
appoint  such  reasonable  ordinances,  acts  and  bye  IawS|  as 
to  them  seemed  meet  for  the  better  government,  order,  and 
regulation  of  the  said  city«  And  we,  the  said  mayor^  8u;.| 
do  further  certify,  &c.,  that  from  time  whereof,  &c.,  until 
the  making  and  passing  of  a  certain  bye  law  or  act  of  com- 
mon council,  duly  made  at  a  court  of  common  council  duly 
holden  in  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
city,  on  the  1st  August,  21st  Richard  2,  touching  the 
election  of  aldermen  for  the  said  city,  whereby  it  was  or- 
dained that,  for  the  future,  in  the  elections  of  aldermen, 
two,  at  least,  honest  and  discreet  men  should  be  chosen 
and  presented  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  so  that  either  of 
them  'whom  they  should  chuse  might  be  admitted  and 
sworn;  and  also  after  the  making  and  passing  of  a  certain 
other  bye  law  or  act  of  common  council,  duly  made  at  a  court 
of  common  council,  duly  holden  in  the  said  city,  according  to 
the  eastern  of  the  said  city,  on  the  1 5th  A  pril,  1 3  th  Amu  touch- 
ing the  election  of  aldermen  of  the  said  city,  entitled  ''An  Act 
for  reviving  the  ancient  manner  of  electing  aldermen,'^  where* 
hy,afterreciting(amongotherthings)that  by  the  ancientusage 
and  custom  of  the  city  of  London,  when  any  ward  of  the 
said  city  became  vacant  and  destitute  of  an  alderman,  the 
inhabitants  of  that  ward,  having  a  right  to  vote  in  such 
elections,  were  wont  to  chuse  one  person  only,  being  a 
citizen  and  freeman  of  the  said  city,  to  be  alderman  of  the 
same  ward,  for  reviving  the  said  ancient  custom  and  re- 
storing to  the  said  inhabitants  their  ancient  rights  and  privi- 
leges of  chusing  one  person  only  to  be  their  alderman,  it 
was  enacted,  ''that  from  thenceforth,  in  all  elections  of 
aldermen  of  the  said  city,  at  a  wardmote  to  be  holden  for 
that  purpose,  there  should  be  elected,  according  to  the 
said  ancient  custom,  only  one  able  and  sufficient  citizen 
aod  freeman  of  the  said  city,  not  being  an  alderman,  to  be 
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returned  to  the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermeii  as  therein  men* 
tioned  ;'*  as  by  such  bye  law  or  act  of  common  council  may 
tr.  more  fully  appear ;  and  from  thence  hitherto  the  aldermen  of 

Mayor  of  jj^gi-g  vvards  of  the  said  city,  and,  among  others,  of  the 
ward  of  Vintry,  have  of  right  been  elected  and  chosen  at 
such  wardmote  courts  as  aforesaid,  holden  as  aforesaid  in 
the  respective  wards,  by  virtue  of  such  precepts  as  afore* 
said,  one  alderman  for  each  ward.  And  we,  the  said  mayor 
&c.,  do  further  certify,  &c.,  that  a  vacancy  having  occurred 
in  the  place  and  office  of  an  alderman  of  the  ward  of  Vintry 
aforesaid  by  the  death  of  Christopher  Magnay,  Esq.,  late 
iilderman  thereof,  a  court  of  wardmote  was  holden  on 
Thursday  the  Sd  November,  1826,  and  by  adjournment  on 
other  subsequent  days,  in  and  for  the  said  ward  of  Vintry, 
before  the  Right  Honorable  William  Venables,  then  mayor 
of  the  said  city,  by  virtue  of  a  precept  for  that  purpose 
before  then  duly  issued,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  city,  for  the  election  of  an  alderman  of  the  said  ward 
ill  the  room  and  stead  of  the  said  Christopher  Magnay,  at 
which  court  of  wardmote  divers  persons,  being  then  present, 
voted  for  the  said  Henry  Winchester  as  and  for  such  alder- 
man, and  the  said  Henry  Winchester  by  reason  thereof 
claimed  to  be  duly  elected  into  the  said  office  or  place  of 
alderman  so  vacant  as  aforesaid,  and  a  return  to  the  said 
precept  was  afterwards,  on  the  18th  December,  1826,  made 
into  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  then  duly  holden 
in  the  Guildhall  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  said 
icustom  as  aforesaid;  and  it  was  by  the  return  thereof 
stated  to  the  said  court  that  the  said  Henry  Winchester  was 
duly  elected  alderman  of  the  said  ward.  And  we,  the  said 
mayor.  Sec.,  fiirther  certify,  8lc.,  that  Edward  Archer  Wilde, 
a  citizen  and  freeman  of  the  said  city,  and  candidate  at  the 
said  election  at  the  said  wardmote  court,  and  being  a 
person  interested  in  the  said  election,  and  also  other  persons 
being  interested  in  the  said  election,  presented  petitions 
to  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  on  the  said  19th 
December,  1826,  complaining  of  the  said  election,  iand 
touching  the  merits  of  the  said  election,  and  praying  that 
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the  sarae  might  be  declared  null  and  void  by  the  said  court;         1829. 
>¥hereupon  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  adjourned      ^-•^v-^^ 
the  consideration  of  the  said  petitions  until  the  28th  De-  9. 

cember,  1826,  on  which  day  the  court  of  mayor  and  alder-     Mayor  09 
men,  being  then  and  there  duly  holden  in  the  Guildhall  of 
the  said  city^  according  to  the  said  custom,  took  the  said 
petitions   into  consideration^    and  having  heard  the  said 
petitioners  and   the  said  Henry  Winchester  by    their  re-  . 
spective  counsel,  touching  the  said  election,  did,  according 
to  the  said  ancient  custom,  examine,  determine  and  adjudge 
of  and  concerning  the  said  election  so  brought  into  question 
by  the  said  petitions;  and  due  deliberation  being  thereupon 
had,  did  adjudge  and  determine  the  said  election  to  be  null 
and  void,  and  did  order  and  direct  a  precept  to  be  issued 
for  another  election  of  an  alderman  for  the  said  ward  of 
Vintry  in  the  room  of  the  said  Christopher  Magnay  de- 
ceased.    And  .we,  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  do  further  certify, 
&c.  that  the   said  Henry   Winchester   was  np    otherwise 
elected  into  the  said  place  and  office  than  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned.     And  we,  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  further  certify. 
Sec.,  that  the  said  Henry  Winchester  was  not  duly  elected 
into  the  place  and  office  of  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of 
Vintry,  in  the  said  city,  as  by  the  said  writ  is  supposed  and 
suggested ;  and  for  these  reasons  and  causes  we,  the  said 
mayor,  Scc,  cannot  admit  and  swear,  nor  ought  we  to  admit 
and  swear  the  said  Henry  Winchester  into  the  said  place 
and  office  of  alderman  of  the  ward  of  Vintry  aforesaid,  as 
by  the  said  writ  we  are  commanded. 

And,  thereupon,  on  the  same  Friday  next  after  the 
morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  before  our  said  Lord  the 
King  at  Westminster,  came  as  well  the  said  Henry  Win- 
chester in  the  said  writ  and  return  named,  by  Charles  Francis 
Robinson  his  clerk  in  court,  as  the  said  mayor  and  aldermen 
of  the  said  city  of  London,  in  the  said  ^  writ  and  return 
named,  by  Peregrine  Dealiry  their  clerk  in  court;  and  the 
said  Henry  Winchester  having  heard  the  said  writ  and 
return  read,  protesting  that  the  said  return  and  the  matters 
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1899.  therein  contained  are  insufficient  in  law  to  bar  and  preclude 
^'^"^^^  him  from  having  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  in  this 
V.  behalf,  for  plea  the  said  Henry  Ifinchesier,  by  force  of  the 

Mayor  of  gtatute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  saith,  that  he,  the 
said  Henry  Winchester,  was  duly  elected  into  the  place  and 
office  of  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of  Vintry  in  the  said 
city,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  writ  is  suggested, 
and  the  said  Henry  Winchester  prays  that  this  may  be  in- 
quired of  by  the  country.     Similiter  by  the  defendants. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  ad- 
journed sittings  at  Westminster  after  last  Hilary  term,  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  crown,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  upon  the  following  case. 

A  vacancy  having  occurred  in  die  office  of  aldermau  for 
the  ward  of  Vintry  in  the  city  of  London,  by  the  death  of 
Christopher  Magnay,  Esq.  the  Right  Honorable  William 
Yenables,  then  lord  mayor  of  the  city  of  London,  duly  issued 
his  precept  on  the  28th  October,  1826,  for  holding  a  ward- 
mote in  order  to  supply  such  vacancy.  That  precept  was 
as  follows : — 

^*  To  the  common  councilmen  of  the  ward  of  Vintry  in 
the  city  of  London.  These  are  to  require  you  to  cause  a 
wardmote  to  be  duly  summoned  and  held  before  me,  the 
Right  Honorable  William  Venables,  lord  mayor  of  the  city 
of  London,  at  Cutlers'  Hall  in  the  said  ward  of  Vintry,  on 
Thursday  neit,  the  2d  of  November,  1826,  at  half  past  two 
of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day^  for  the  choice 
of  a  fit  and  able  person  to  be  alderman  of  the  said  ward,  in 
the  room  and  stead  of  Christoper  Magnay,  Esq.,  deceased. 
Hereof  foil  not." 

Under  this  precept  a  wardmote  was  duly  held  on  the  2d 
November,  1826,  at  Cutlers'  Hall,  for  that  purpose,  when 
three  candidates  were  duly  proposed  for  that  office :  viz. 
Metiry  Winchester,  Esquire,  citizen  and  cutler;  Edward 
Archer  WiUe,  Esquire,  citizen  and  dyer:  and  Thomas  Crook, 
Esquire,  citizen  and  cordwainer.  A  poll  was  duly  demanded 
and  granted,  and  the  lord  mayor  appointed  three  poll  clerks 
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fortalung  the  votes  at  that  election,  Ralph  Richardson^ 
Thomas  Watts  and  William  Peacock*  These  persons  were 
duly  sworn,  pursuant  lo  11  Geo.  1,  c.  18^8.  1,  to  take  the 
poll,  and  each  was  provided  with  a  book  for  the  purpose  of 
entering  therein  such  polls  as  should  be  taken  by  such  re-* 
spective  clerks.  On  the  2d  November,  1826,  only  three 
persona  were  admitted  to  vote.  One  of  these,  George 
Dickens,  voted  for  Henry  Winchester,  Esq. ;  his  vote  was 
duly  taken  by  William  Peacock  in  his  poll  book.  John 
King  voted  for  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  Esq. ;  his  vote  was 
duly  taken  by  Thomas  Watts  in  his  poll  book.  Richard 
Shepherd  voted  for  Thomas  Crook,  Esq. ;  and  his  vote  wap 
duly  taken  by.  Thomas  Watts  in  his  poll  book.  No  votes 
were  taken  by  Ralph  Richardson  on  the  2d  November. 

At  the  dose  of  the  poll  on  the  2d  November,  1826,  the 
poll  books  were  all  duly  sealed  up  by  the  lord  mayor,  pur* 
Huantto  11  Geo.  1,  c.  18,  s.  4. 

On  the  next  day,  3d  November,  at  the  opening  of  the 
poll  at  die  place  of  election,  the  lord  mayor,  in  the  presence 
and  hearing  of  all  the  candidates  and  their  friends,  stated, 
that  as  the  ward  was  small  and  more  than  one  poll  clerk 
was  unnecessary,  it  would  be  a  convenience  both  to  him  and 
the  electors  to  have  but  one,  and  he  then  directed  Ralph 
Richardson  to  be  the  sole  poll  clerk,  for  taking  the  poll  during 
the  remainder  of  the  election.  This  was  not  objected  to  by 
either  of  the  candidates,  or  by  any  other  person  whatsoever. 
From  this  time  Ralph  Richardson  acted  throughout  the 
subsequent  proceedings  of  the  election  as  the  sole  poll 
clerk.  In  the  course  of  the  second  day  of  the  poll,  Richard- 
son  transcribed  from  the  poll  books  of  Peacock  and  Watt^ 
into  his  own  poll  book,  the  three  votes  taken  on  the  2d 
November.  At  the  trial,  the  two  original  poll  books  of 
Peacock  and  Watts  were  produced,  and  it  was  admitted 
that  the  votes  had  been  transcribed  accurately  froqn  them, 
though  not  in  the  proper  order,  into  Richardson^s  po|l 
book,  which  was  also  produced  in  evidence.  At  the  close 
of  the  poll  on  the  Sd  November,  and  again*  on  the  4th  No- 
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18S9.        vetnberj  when   the  election  terminated,  the  poll  book  of 

Richardson  was  signed  and  sealed  up  by  the  lord  mayor. 

The  poll  finally  closed  on  the  4th  November*  and  the 

Mayor  of     ^rardmote  was  then  duly  adjourned  to  the  6th  November, 
London.  .  .         .  ..,...- 

at  the  same  place,  by  a  proclamation  directuig  the  suitors 

to  depart  thence,  and  give  their  attendance  on  the  6th  No- 
vember, at  half  past  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the 
same  place* 

On  that  day  Richardson^s  poll  book  was  publicly  opened 
at  the  place  of  election,  and  cast  up,  including  the  votes 
transcribed  by  Richardson  from  the  other  poll  books- 
when  the  numbers  were  stated  to  be, — 

For  Henry  Winchester,  Esq 30 

For  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  Esq.  .  •  27 

For  Thomas  Crook,  Esq •    3 

and  these  numbers  were  accordingly  there  publicly  declared 
to  the  electors  on  the  6th  November,  1826,  by  the  Right 
Honourable  fVilHam  VenaUes,  the  lord  mayor  and  presid- 
ing officer  at  such  election. 

Immediately  on  this  declaration  being  made,  a  scrutiny 
was  duly  demanded  by  the  said  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  and 
granted ;  and  the  proceedings  of  the  wardmote  on  the  6th 
November  terminated  by  a  proclamation  *^  that  the  suitors 
might  depart  thence,  and  give  their  attendance  on  a  fresh 
summons."  This  form  of  proclamation  is  also  adopted  in 
the  city  of  London  at  courts  of  wardmote  and  of  common 
hall,  which  are  also  held  by  precepts  from  the  lord  mayor, 
when  the  business  for  which  such  courts  have  been  called  is 
terminated.  The  form  adopted  when  the  business  is  not 
terminated,  is  to  adjourn  the  court  to  some  stated  day; 
and  in  such  cases  no  mention  is  made  in  the  proclamation 
of  the  suitors  being  required  to  attend  again  on  fresh  sum- 
mons, nor  is  any  new  precept  issued. 

On  the  8th  November,  the  Right  Honorable  William 
Venables  went  out  of  office  as  lord  mayor  of  the  city  of 
London,  and  was  on  that  day  succeeded  by  the  Right  Ho- 
norable Anthony  Brown, 
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On  the  21st  November  the  said  Right  Honorable  An-^        i8i29. 

tkony    Brown,  then  lord   mayor  of  the  city   of  London.      "^-^^^^ 
»•/.,.•  The  Kino 

issued  the  following  precept : —  v. 

f*  To  the  Common  Councilmen  of  the  Ward  of  Vintry,  in     H^^""^  **^ 

LOMDOW. 

the  City  of  London. 
'*  By  the  Mayor. 
*'  Whereas  on  the  6th  day  of  November  instant  a  ward- 
mote for  the  ward  of  Vintry  was  by  several  previous  ad- 
journments continued  and  held  on  that  day  for  the  election 
of  an  alderman  of  the  said  ward  in  the  room  of  Christopher 
Magnay,  Esq.,  deceased^  and  a  scrutiny  being  that  day  de^ 
manded  in  favour  of  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  Esq.,  one  of 
the  candidates,  a  scrutiny  was  also  demanded  in  behalf  of 
Henry  Winchester,  Esq.,  one  other  of  the  candidates,  which 
were  severally  granted  by  William  Venables,  Esq.,  then  lord 
mayor;  and  scrutineers  were  named  by  each  of  the  said 
candidates,  and   the   wardmote   was   adjourned,   and  the 
electors  ordered  to  attend  on  a  fresh  summons :  these  are, 
therefore,  to  require  you  to  cause  a  wardmote  to  be  sum- 
moned and  held  before   me  at  Cutlers'  HalU  in  the  ward 
of  Vintry,  on  Friday  the  £4th  of  this  instant  November,  at 
ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  same  day,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proceeding  on  the  said  scrutiny.     Hereof  fail  not." 
Under  this  precept  the  wardmote  met  on  the  24th  No- 
vember.   Both  the  lord  mayor^  Brown,  who  presided,  and 
the  late  lord  mayor,  Venables,  were  present  at  the  opening 
of  it,  and  Richardson*s  poll  book  was  handed  over  by  the 
late  lord  mayor  to  Brown,  the  then  lord  mayor  and  presid- 
ing officer,  when  the  late  lord  mayor,  Venables,  left  the 
court,  and  did  not  afterwards  attend  at  or  interfere  in  the 
said  election. 

Before  the  scrutiny  was  entered  upon,  the  following  pro- 
test, in  writing,  was  tendered  by  Wilde  to  the  lord  mayor, 
as  presiding  officer : — 

'^  Vintry  Ward.  Being  advised  that  the  proceedings  at 
this  wardmote,  in  respect  of  the  scrutiny  of  the  votes  taken 
on  the  election  of  an  alderman,  are  illegal,  and  will  not  de- 
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termine  the  said  election,  and  your  lordship  having  deter- 

j^^^^j^Q     mined  to  proceed  therewith,  I  hereby  protest  against  being 

V-  concluded  from  taking  any  objection  hereafter  to  these  pro- 

LoNDON.      ceedings,  by  now  objecting  to  the  votes  given  in  favour  of 

Mr.  Sheriff  fVinchester,  and  supporting  the  votes  given  in 

my  favour,  or  taking  any  other  part  in  the  business  of  this 

wardmote/' 

At  the  close  of  the  scrutiny,  the  lord  mayor.  Brawn,  de- 
clared Mr.  Winchester  to  have  been  duly  elected,  and  the 
following  return  was  made  to  the  Court  of  Aldermen : — 

''  At  a  wardmote  holden  on  Thursday  the  2d  day  of  No- 
vember, 1826,  at  Cuders'  Hall,  in  the  ward  of  Vintry, 
before  the  Right  Honorable  fVilUam  Venables,  the  then 
lord  mayor  of  the  city  of  London,  for  the  election  of  alder- 
roan  of  the  said  ward,  in  the  room  of  Christopher  Magnay, 
Esq.  deceased,  . 

''  The  only  candidates  proposed  were  Henry  Winchester, 
Esq.,  citizen  and  cutler ;  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  Esq.,  citi- 
zen and  dyer ;  and  Thomas  Crook,  Esq.,  citizen  and  cord- 
wainer;  and  which  same  candidates  were  severally  put  in 
nomination  for  the  said  office,  when  it  appeared  upon  the 
^hew  of  hands  that  the  said  Henry  Winchester  had  the  ma- 
jority, and  thereupon  the  said  Edward  Archer  Wilde  and 
Thomas  CrooA. demanded  a  poll,  and  upon  the  said  demand 
being  made,  the  said  Henry  Winchester  also  demanded  a 
poll,  which  was  granted  by  his  lordship,  and  ordered  to 
commence;  and  at  a  quarter  before  five  of  the  clock  in  the 
afternoon  the  poll  was  closed  for  that  day,  in  the  presence 
of  the  said  candidates,  and  by  proclamation  his  lordship 
adjourned  the  said  wardmote  till  Friday,  the  Sd  day  of  No- 
vember  then  instant,  and  now  last  past,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the 
forenoon ;  and  pursuant  to  such  adjournment  his  lordship 
went  to  the  said  wardmote  and  opened  the  same,  and  con- 
tinued the  said  poll  from  the  said  hour  of  ten  of  the  clock 
in  the  forenoon  until  four  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon  of 
the  same  3d  day  of  November,  and  then  closed  the  same  for 
that  .day,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  candidates.    And  by  a 
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further  proclamation   adjourned  the  said  wardmote  until        1829. 
Saturday,  the  4th  day  of  November  then  instant,  and  now      ^^^^'^^^ 
last  pasty  at  ten  of  the  clock  in  the  forenoon ;  and  pursuant  t^. 

to  such  last  mentioned  adjournment,  bis  lordship  went  to  ^^^o^  ^^ 
the  said  wardmote,  and  opened  the  same,  and  continued 
the  poll  from  the  said  hour  of  ten  of  the  clock  in  the  fore- 
noon, until  four  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same 
4th  day  of  November,  and  then  finally  closed  the  same  in 
the  presence  of  the  said  candidates.  And  by  further  pro- 
clamation adjourned  the  said  wardmote  until  Monday  the 
6th  day  of  November  then  instant,  and  now  last  past,  at 
half  past  ten  of  the  clock  in  the  forenoon;  and  pursuant  to 
such  last-mentioned  adjournment,  his  lordship  again  opened 
the  wardnoote  at  half-past  ten  of  the  clock  in  the  forenoon 
of  the  same  6th  day  of  November,  and  declared  the  num- 
bers to  be, — 

For  Henry  Winchester,  Esq.   .  »  ..  •  SO 

For  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  Esq.  .  .  27 

For  Thomas  Crook,  Esq 3 

and  thereupon  declared  the  choice  had  fallen  on  the  said 
Henry  Winchester,  Esq.,  and  declared  him  duly  elected 
alderman  of  the  said  ward.  The  said  poll  books  were,  by 
the  consent  of  the  candidates,  sealed  up  by  his  lordship, 
and  kept  in  his  possession  during  the  said  several  adjourn- 
ments ;  and  upon  the  aforesaid  declaration  being  made,  the 
said  Edward  Archer  TFiVJe  demanded  a  scrutiny,  and  upon 
the  said  demand  being  made,  the  said  Henry  Winchester 
also  .demanded  a  scrutiny,  which  were  severally  granted  by 
his  lordship,  and  the  said  wardmote  was  adjourned,  and  the 
electBrs  ordered  to  attend  on  afresh  summons;  and  on  Friday 
the  10th  day  of  November  now  last  past,  a  copy  of  the  poll 
was  delivered  to  each  of  them,  the  said  Henry  Winchester 
and  Edward  Archer  Wilde,. pursuant  to  the  statute."  The 
return  then  stated  all  the  proceedings  on  the  scrutiny,  upon 
whicb  nothing  turned,  and  concluded  by  stating,  that  '*  the 
lord  mayor,  as  and  in  the  place  of  election,  openly  and  pub- 
licly declared  that  the  said  Henry  Winchester,  Esq.  was 
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duly  elected  alderman  of  the  said  ward,  in  the  room  of  the 
'^TXT^      said  Christopher  Magnay,  Esq./deceased ;  and  the  number 
V.  of  legal  votes  appearing  to  him  upon  such  scrutiny  for 

London.^     each  candidate,  was  as  follows,  that  is  to  say, — 

For  Henry  Winchester,  Esq 26 

For  Edward  Archer  Wilde,  Esq.  .  •  23 

For  Thomas  Crook,  Esq 3 

And  the  said  wardmote  was  then  by  order  of  his  lordship 
dissolved.  All  which  I  humbly  certify  to  this  honourable 
Court,  this  19th  day  of  December,  1826. 

(Signed)  G.  T.  R.  Reynal, 

Attorney  in  waiting.'' 
Upon  the  above  return  being  made  to  the  court  of  al- 
dermen, the  proceedings  set  forth  in  the  return  to  the  manr 
damns  were  bad. 

The  acts  of  common  council  of  the  city  of  London,  of 
6th  December,  1712,  15th  April,  1714,  and  17th  April, 
1812,  were  proved  (a). 

The  questions  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  are, 
first,  whether  the  decision  of  the  court  of  aldermen,  as  set 
forth  in  the  return  to  the  mandamus,  was  conclusive ;  and 
if  not,  then,  secondly,  whether,  upon  the  facts  stated,  Mr. 
Winchester  was  duly  elected. 

E.  //.  Alderson  for  the  crown.  First,  Mr.  Winchester 
was  duly  elected  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
11  Geo.  1,  c.  18;  and  secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  the  re- 
turn to  prevent  his  admisson:  therefore,  a  peremptory 
mandamus  ought  to  go. 

First,  assuming  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  argument 
that  Mr.  Winchester  had  the  majority  of  legal  votes,  b^  was 

(a)  The  act  of  6th  December,  dates  was  duly  elected  ;  and  diat 

1719,  provides  that  the  wardmote  of  17th  April,  1812,  provides,  that 

court  shall  be  adjourned  from  time  the  lord  mayor  shall,  within  eight 

to  time,  and  kept  on  foot  for  that  days  after  a  vacancy  in  the  office 

purpose   until  it  shall    be   there  of  alderman,  summon  a  wardmote 

openly  declared,  nfter  a  scrutiny,  to  elect  another, 
if  demanded,  which  of  the  candi-^ 


The  King 
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dulj  elected.     The  statute  applies   generally  to  all  elec-         1829. 
tions  withiD  the  city  of  London,  as  well  those  of  members 
of  parliament,  as  those  of  city  officers.      It  providesi  by  the 
first  section,  that  at  all  elections  of  aldermen,  &c.,  the  pre-     ^^«>*  ^^ 
siding  officer  shall,  in  case  a  poll  be  demanded,  appoint  a 
convenient  number  of  clerks  to  take  the  same,  which  clerks 
shall  take  the  said  poll.     But  it  does  not  provide  that  the 
same  number  of  clerks  originally  appointed  shall  be  con- 
tinned  throughout  the  election ;  and  it  would  be  both  a  nar-       • 
row  and  inconvenient  construction  of  the  act  to  give  it  such 
ao  effect.     The  first  objection,  then,  which  will  be  taken, 
arising  out  of  the  circumstance  of  two  of  the  clerks  having 
been  discontinued  after  the  first  day's  poll,  is  answered. 
The  same  objection  was  once  raised  against  the  same  mode 
of  proceeding  by  a  sheriff  at  an  election  of  members  of 
parliament,  but  was  voted  to  be  frivolous  and  vexatious. 
London  case  (a).     It  will,  however,  no  doubt  be  contended 
that  the  poll  book  kept  by  Richardson,  who  was  continued 
as  poll  clerk  during  the  whole  election,  could  not  contain 
the  names  of  all  the  voters.  But  in  point  of  fact  it  did  con* 
tain  them  all.    The  three  votes  polled  on  the  first  day  were 
not  originally  entered  in  it ;  but  they  were  afterwards  co* 
pied  into  it  from  the  books  of  the  other  poll  clerks,  and 
that  copy  was  authenticated  by  the  presiding  officer;  and 
all  the  three  books  were  produced  at  the  trial.  The  second 
objection  that  will  be  taken  is,  that  the  presiding  officer 
was  changed  in  the  course  of  the  election.     In  this  there  is 
no  weight.    The  presiding  officer  is  the  lord  mayor  for  the 
time  being,  and  he  presides,  not  in  his  individual,  but  in 
bis  corporate  character.     All  the  proceedings  at  this  elec- 
tion were  had  before  the  lord  mayor  for  the  time  being,  and 
therefore  they  were  valid.     There  have  been  instances  of 
elections  of  members  of  parliament,  where  the  sheriff  has 
died^  or  there  has  been  a  change  of  sheriff,  during  the  elec- 
tion, and  in  which  an  objection  similar  to  this  has  been 

(a)  9  Peckw.  968. 
VOL..  IV,  E 
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1829.        held  unavailing.     Dorchester  case  (a).     It  would,  indeed, 

^'^^'^^^      be  eztremely  inconvenient  in  the  city  of  London  if  this 
TheKiKC  "^  .  /.       ,        ,      .  r 

V,  were  not  so ;  because,  as  a  precept  for  the  election  of  an 

Mayor  OF     alderman  must  issue  within  eiebt  days  after  the  office  be- 

LOVDON.  , 

comes  vacant  (6),  which  must  always  be  a  day  uncertain, 
and  as  the  lord  mayor  goes  out  of  office  on  a  day  certain, 
nothing  could  be  more  likely  to  occur  than  that  a  lord  mayor 
should  be  obliged  to  commence  an  election  without  the 
possibility  of  completing  it. :  The  thicd.  objection  will  be 
to  the  mode  of  adjourning  the  wasdmote,  it  having  been 
adjourned  to  meet  again  on  a  fresh  summons,  instead  of 
being  adjourned  to  a  day  certain.  But  there  is  iiothmg 
irregular  in  this  mode  of  adjournment.  An  adjournment 
to  a  day  certain  was  in  this  case  impracticablei  because  it 
could  not.  then  be  known  when  the  candidates  would  be 
prepared  to  proceed  in  the  scrutiny.  They  are  allowed  an 
interval  for  delivering  in  their  lists  of  disputed  votes,  and 
the  time  for  proceeding  in  the  scrutiny  is  to  be  calculated 
from  the  time  of  these  lists  being  delivered ;  so  that  the 
presiding  officer,  not  knowing  when  the  lists  would  be  de«- 
livered  in,  could  not  fix  the  day  for  re-assembling  the  ward- 
mote. It  has  been  held,  with  respect  to  jury  process,  a 
case  very  similar  in  principle^  that  a  venire  facias  made  re- 
turnable at  a  day  certain  is  bad.  Rex  v.  Nurse  (c).  It  will, 
however,  be  contended  that  this  was  in  effect  a  dissolution, 
and  not  an  adjournment  of  the  wardmote ;  but  assuming 
that  argument  to  be  correct,  the  circumstance  is  wholly  im» 
material,  because  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  scrutiny  should 
be  held  at  a  wardmote  at  all(d).    But  supposing  all  these 

(a)  10  Pari.  Joiini.  800 ;  Hey-  were  in  fact  held.  It  n  of  coorse 
woody  14.  otherwise  in  civil  causes  pendii^  in 

(b)  Ante,  48y  (a),  the  courts  at  Westminster,  in  which 

(c)  1  Sid.  348,  where  a  judg-  the  venire  facias  is  returnable  in 
ment  at  the  assizes  was  reversed  on  bank  on  a  general  or  particular 
this  ground,  (amongst  others)  that  return  day. 

the  venire  facias  ought  to   have         (d)  See  s.  4  of  the  statute  11 

been  made  returnable  ad  proximas  Geo,  1,  c.  18,  which  regulates  the 

assises  generally,  and  not  on  the  scrutiny,  but  makes  no  mention  of 

particular  day  on  which  the  assizes  the  place  where  it  is  to  be  held. 
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objections  to  be  well  founded,  they  involve  at  most  mere  1829. 
irregularities,  which  are  not  sufficient  to  make  the  election 
void,  because  this  act  of  parliament,  like  many  others,  is 
in  these  particulars  directory  only.  Rex  v.  Pole  (a).  Rex  v. 
Sparratv  (A),  Leicestershire  case  (c),  and  Dublin  case  there 
cited.  As  these  are  matters  over  which  the  candidate  can 
exercise  no  control,  it  would  be  unjust  indeed  that  he 
should  be  prejudiced  by  them.  '^  Acts  of  Parliament  are 
to  be  so  construed  as  that  no  man  that  is  innocent,  or  free 
from  iojurf  or  wrong,  be  by  a  literal  construction  punished 
or  endamaged"  (d).  This  is  the  ancient  rule  of  construction 
laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  and  adopted  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in 
the  Margate  Pier  Company  v.  Hannam(e),  and  is,  if  ap- 
plied to  the  present  case,  a  complete  answer  to  all  these 
objections  (f). 

Secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  the  return  to  the  mandamus 
to  prevent  the  admission  of  Mr.  Winchester.  The  Court 
of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  have  indeed  decided  that  he 
was  not  duly  elected ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  their 
decision  is  conclusive.  They  set  out  in  their  return  a 
custom,  which  it  is  admitted  must  be  considered  as  if 
found  in  an  act  of  parliament,  and  by  which  they  claim  *'  to 
have  the  cognizance,  jurisdiction,  and  authority  of  examin- 
ing, hearing,  determining  and  adjudging  of  and  concerning 
the  election  and  return  of  every  person  elected  into  any 
place  or  office  within  the  said  city,  at  any  such  wardmote 
court  bolden  as  aforesaid."  But  they  do  not  claim  an  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction;  there  are  no  words  in  the  return  nega- 
tiving or  excluding  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court:  in  the 
case  of  Browne  V.  Renouard{g),  which  was  a  claim  of  cog- 
nizance by  the  University  of  Cambridge,  there  were  such 
words  set  out.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
this   Court  cannot  be  excluded   but  by   express   words. 

(a)  Sclw.  N.P.  7th  «d.  1071,  p.  (c)  3  B.  &  A.  ^66. 

(*)  2  Stra.  1123.  (/)  And  see  2  Inst.  23,  25 ;  3 

(c)  1620.     1  Peckw.  45.  Inst.  136. 

(d)  Co.  Litt.  360  a.  (g)  12  East,  12. 

e2 
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1829.        Foster*s  case  (a).  Rex  v.  Moreley  (6),  and  Rex  v.  Shepherd{c). 

Jj^^'^J*^^       Almost  every  corporation  possesses  a  power  of  amotion 
V.  over  its  own  members,  and  yet  this  Court  has  jurisdiction 

Mayor  of  j^  inquire  whether  that  power  has  been  duly  exercised,  and 
where  it  has  not,  to  issue  a  mandamus  to  restore.  Rex  v. 
Mat/or  of  Leeds  (d).  Rex  v.  Axbridge  (c),  Rex  v.  Mayor  of 
London  (f).  If  this  is  a  good  return,  and  the  court  of  lord 
mayor  and  aldermen  possesses  the  exclusive  right  of  decid- 
ing upon  the  validity  of  this  election,  their  decision  in 
favour  of  an  election  would  bean  answer  to  a  quo  warranto 
information,  even  though  it  appeared  that  all  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  relative  to  the  election  had  been  violated. 
It  follows  that  the  right  claimed  by  this  return  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  statute,  and  was  extinguished  by  it,  even 
if  it  existed  before. 

But,  lastly,  the  return  is  bad,  and  therefore  a  peremptory 
mandamus  must  issue.  The  return  is  inconsistent  with 
itself.  It  first  shews  that  Mr.  Winchester  was  elected,  then 
states  that  he  was  rejected  by  the  lord  mayor  and  aldermen, 
and  lastly  avers  that  he  was  not  elected.  The  case  of 
Regina  v.  Mayor  ofNortoich  (g)  is  an  express  authority  to 
shew  that  such  a  return  is  bad.  There  the  question  was 
respecting  the  election  of  one  of  the  aldermen  of  Norwich, 
who  must,  by  the  terms  of  their  charter,  be  elected  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  aldermen  of  London.  A  mandamus 
having  issued  to  admit  one Dunch  an  alderman;  the  corpo- 
ration returned  that  he  had  been  elected  by  the  ward,  but 
rejected  by  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  setting  out  the  grounds 
of  such  rejection,  and  concluded  by  stating,  "  quod  non  fuit 
electus.  {hy*  That  return  was  held  bad,  and  a  peremptory 
mandamus  was  granted. 

(a)  5  Co.  Rep.  59.  (d)  Stra.  640. 

(&)  9  Burr.  1041.  (e)  2  Cowp.  523. 

(c)  3  B.  &  A.  414.  '  And  see  (/)  2  T.  R.  177. 

other  authorities  upon  this  point  (g)  2  Lord  Raym.  1244. 

collected  in  4  Bla.  Com.  18th  ed.  (A)  Rex  v.  P.  Wiiliams,  ante, 

S66,  n.  (11),  320,  n.  (7).  vol.  iii.  405. 
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Parke,  contrd.     The  return  may  be  multifarious,  but  it 
is  not  therefore  bad,  because  it  is  not  inconsistent  or  con-     The^CiTG 
tradictory.     It  first  sets  out  certain  acts  done  towards  an  v- 

election;  it  then  states  that  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and  Londun. 
aldermen  decided  that  those  acts  did  not  constitute  a  valid 
election  of  Mr.  Winchester:  and  it  concludes  by  alleging 
that  he  was  not  duly  elected.  These  are  independent  but 
not  inconsistent  statements ;  and  in  Rex  v.  The  Mayor  of 
Cambridge  {a),  where  the  return  consisted  of  several  inde- 
pendent matters,  not  inconsistent  with  each  other,  but  part 
of  them  good  in  law  and  part  bad,  this  Court  held  that  they 
might  quash  the  return  as  to  such  part  only  as  was  bad, 
and  put  the  prosecutor  to  plead  to  or  traverse  the  rest. 
The  present  is  a  very  different  case  from  that  of  Regina  v. 
The  Mayor  of  Norwich  (6).  There  the  return  stated,  first, 
that  DiincA  was  elected,  and  afterwards  that  he  was  not; 
statements  which  it  was  impossible  to  reconcile:  and  there- 
fore the  return  was  quashed.  Here  the  return  is  good  in 
form,  and  as  the  concluding  part  of  it  only  is  traversed,  the 
rest  must  be  taken  as  admitted.  If  so,  the  custom  must 
be  taken  to  exist  as  alleged,  namely,  that  the  court  of  lord 
mayor  and  aldermen  ''  have  the  cognizance,  jurisdiction 
and  authority  of  examining,  hearing,  determining  and  ad- 
judging of  and  concerning  the  election  and  return  of  every 
person  elected  into  any  place  or  office  within  the  said  city, 
at  any  such  wardmote  court  holden  as  aforesaid."  The 
argument  then  is,  not,  as  is  assumed  on  the  other  side, 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  can  be  excluded,  but 
that  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction.  In  the  instances  of 
inferior  Courts,  where  various  causes,  civil  and  criminal, 
may  be  tried,  this  Court  undoubtedly  has  a  common  law 
jurisdiction,  which  cannot  be  taken  away  but  by  the  express 
provisions  of  a  statute;  but  their  jurisdiction  over  corpo- 
rations stands  on  a  very  different  footing.  They  may 
compel  corporations  to  do  their  duty,  but  they  cannot 
dictate  to  them  the  mode  of  doing  it.  Thus,  where  a  party 
(«)  2  T.  R,  456.  (6)  3  Lord  Raym.  1244. 
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1829.        has  an  inchoate  right  to  be  admitted  a  member  of  a  corpo- 
The  Kino     ^^^^^"'  ^^^^  Court  will  enforce  bis  admission  by  mandamus; 
ti.  because  the  corporation  have  no  judicial  authority  to  adju- 

LoMDON.  dicate  upon  his  right  (a):  but  where  a  corporation  has  an 
option^  where  they  are  empowered  to  admit  members  or 
not,  at  their  discretion,  the  admission  of  a  party  cannot  be 
enforced  by  mandamus.  Rex  v.  Eye  (6).  The  cases  of 
amotion  turn  upon  the  same  principle.  At  common  law 
a  member  of  a  corporate  body  cannot  be  amoved,  until  be 
has  been  convicted  of  an  offence^  Bagg*B  case  (c) ;  all  fur- 
ther power  of  amotion  must  be  vested  in  the  corporation 
by  their  charter.  If  the  charter  give  a  power  of  amotion 
for  reasonable  cause,  this  Court  will  inquire  into  the  cause; 
but  if  it  give  a  power  of  amotion  for  such  cause  as  the 
corporation  think  reasonable,  this  Court  will  not  interfere (d). 
So  in  this  case  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  bad 
jurisdiction  to  decide  upon  the  election,  and  if  they  had 
decided  that  Mr.  Winchester  was  duly  elected,  that  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  a  quo  warranto  information  filed 
against  him,  or  to  a  mandamus  to  them  to  amove  him. 
By  virtue  of  the  custom  they  stand  in  the  situation  and  fill 
the  character  of  a  visitor,  into  the  validity  or  invalidity  of 
whose  decision  this  Court  cannot  inquire.  Philips  v.  Bury{e),  . 
where  Lord  Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  that  a  visitor,  in  a  return  to  a 

(a)  **  An  inchoate  right  to  be-  burgesses  to  amove  any  of  their 

come  a  member  of  a  corporation  bodj  for  non-residence  within  the 

may  be  acquired  by  several  well-  borough ;''  it  was  held,  that  this 

known  means,  as  by  birth,  servi-  gave  them  a  discretionary  and  not 

tude,  or  marriage;  and  where  such  a  compulsory  power  of  amotion : 

a  right  has  been  so  acquired,  this  and  the  Court  refused  a  mandamus 

Court  will  interfere  to  see  it  per^  to  them  to  assemble  and  consider 

fected/'    Per  AbboUf  C.  J.,  in  Rex  of  the  propriety  of  amoving  certain 

V.  West  Looe,  5  D.  &R.  598;  S.C.  non-resident    members.      Rex  ▼. 

3  B.  &  C.  677.  Weil  Looe,  5  D.  &  R.  4U.    And 

(6)  4  B.  &  A.  ^71;  2  D.  &  R.  see  Rex  r.  Portmouih,  4  D.&R. 

172;  1  B.  8&  C.  85.  767;  3  B.&C.  152;  Rex  r.  Tbt- 

(c)  11  Co.  Rep.  94.  nets,  5  D.  &  R.  481;  and  the  aa- 

{d)  Where  a  charter  of  a  corpo-  thorities  there  collected, 
ration  declared  that  ^  it  should  be  (e)  2  T.  R.  351.    And  see  Rex 

lawful  for  the  mayor  and  capital  v.  Bishop  of  Efyy  2  T.  R.  S90,  S45. 
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mandamus,  need  only  say  that  he  had  decided.    The  juris-         18^9- 
diction  of  a  visitor  might  well  be  given  by  charter  to  one     jn    ^ 
branch  of  this  corporation;  the  custom,  the  existence  of  v. 

which  is  admitted,  must  be  presumed  to  have  originated  in  London,* 
a  charter:  and  all  lawful  customs  of  the  city  of  London 
were  confirmed  by  statute  2  &  3  W.6^M.  sess.  1,  c«  8« 
The  right  now  claimed  was  recognised  in  this  Court  in  the 
case  of  Regma  v.  Heathcote  {a\  where  it  is  said,  *'  It  is 
argued  that  the  court  of  aldermen  have  quashed  returns  in 
particular  for  want  of  qualification.  They  are  to  chuse 
one  out  of  the  four^  and  have  the  final  determination." 
The  same  is  also  mentioned  in  Stowe's  Survey  of  London, 
ii.  53.  If  then  such  a  jurisdictioui  founded  in  custom,  be 
lawful,  the  only  question  is,  whether  it  has  been  taken 
away  by  the  statute  II  Geo.  1,  c.  18.  Now  that  statute 
regulates  only  a  small  part  of  the  proceedings  at  city  elec- 
tions* It  commences  with  providing  for  the  appointment 
of  poll  clerks,  and  regulates  the  proceedings  from  thence 
down  to  the  declaration  of  the  election  after  the  scrutiny ; 
but  it  makes  no  mention  of  the  return  to  the  lord  mayor 
and  aldermeni  or  of  any  subsequent  proceedings.  "  Now 
the  custom  authorising  the  return  and  the  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings having  been  confirmed  by  a  former  act  of  parlia- 
ment,  cannot  be  taken  away  by  one  of  later  date^  except 
by  express  words  therein  contained,  and  the  li  Geo,  I, 
c.  18^  contains  no  such  words;  and  the  necessity  of  making 
the  return,  though  not  mentioned  in  that  statute,  was 
recognised  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Harte  (i),  15  Geo.  3.  The 
facts  of  that  case,  as  they  appear  from  the  record,  were 
these: — During  the  mayoralty  of  Bull  a  vacancy  occurred, 
and  Harte  and  Neate  were  candidates.  Harte  had  a  majo- 
ri^  upon  the  poll,  and  Neate  demanded  a  scrutiny.  The 
Court  was  adjourned,  to  meet  again  on  a  fresh  summons. 
At  the  adjourned  meeting  Harte  refused  to  attend,  and 

(a)  Fortescue,  904.  was  in  Court,  by  the  defendaiifs 

(^)  Not  reported.      The   facts      coansel. 
were  stated  from  tlie  record,  which 
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18S9.        votes  were  struck  off  so  as  to  give  a  majority  to  Neate. 

^"^^""^^      Harte  was  admitted  under  a  maudamus,  and  'Neate  filed  a 
9.  quo  warranto  information  against  him.     Harte  pleaded  his 

^il^M '^  election,  but  the  plea  made  no  mention  of  the  scrutiny,  or 
of  the  return  to  the  lord  mayor  and  aldermen.  The  repli- 
cation stated  the  scrutiny,  and  the  bye-h^w  of  13  Afin. 
requiring  a  return  of  one  person  for  alderman  to  that  court. 
To  this  there  was  a  demurrer ;  and  judgment  was  given  in 
favour  of  Neate,  the  relator.  Therefore  the  Qourt  must 
have  been  of  opinion  that  such  a  return  was  still  necessary, 
notwithstanding  the  statute  J 1  Geo.  1,  c.  18. 

The  other  points  in  the  case  are  of  comparatively  small 
importance,  and  are  less  relied  upon,  but  still  it  is  neces- 
sary to  notice  them,  because  if  the  regular  course  of  pro- 
ceeding has  been  in  any  material  degree  departed  from, 
Mr.  Winchester  has  not  been  duly  elected.  The  objections 
to  the  course  of  proceeding  actually  pursued  are  three: — 
The  first  is,  that  the  wardmote  court  was  improperly  ad- 
journed; that  it  was  in  fact  dissolved  during  the  election. 
The  wardmote  is  an  ancient  court,  and  analogous  to  the 
hundred  court,  or  court-Ieet;  1 H.  6,  56(a);  4  Inst.  £49; 
Fort.  288.  The  lord  mayor's  precept  invested  that  court 
with  a  special  authority  to  proceed  to  the  election,  and  that 
being  the  case,  it  was  necessary  that  the  election,  in  order 
to  be  valid,  should  be  begun  and  completed  at  the  same 
court.  The  court,  therefore,  ought  to  have  been  adjourned 
to  a  day  certain,  which  is  expressly  provided  for  by  the 
bye-law  of  1712;  It  is  a  general  principle  common  to  all 
courts,  that  if  they  are  dissolved,  instead  of  being  adjourned, 
while  proceedings  are  pending,  those  proceedings  become 
unavailing;  4  Inst.  £7;  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Comfnission  et 
Commissioners,  pi.  12;  1  Edw.  6,  c.  7,  s.  6;  Rex  v.  Pol- 
stead(b):  and  the  same  principle  applies  also  to  elections 
of  members  of  parliament.  Southwark  case  (c).  It  is  im- 
portant to  consider  the  various  successive  steps  that  are  to 
be  taken  in  an  election,  namely,  the  nomination,  the  shew 

(a)  P.  7  H.  6,  fo.  36,  pi.  42.  (c)  17  Pari.  Jouni.  73. 

(6)  3  Stni.  1263. 
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of  hands^  the  poll>  and  the  scrutiny.    All  these  must  be        18S9. 
taken  at  the  same  court,  for  the  precept  directs  that  the 
election  shall  be  made  at  the  wardmote  court,   and  the  i. 

election  is  not  complete  until  the  result  of  the  scrutiny,  ^^^^' 
where  a  scrutiny  is  demanded,  is  ascertained.  If  the  court 
be  dissolved  before  the  election  is  complete,  the  presiding 
officer  at  the  next  court,  even  if  he  be  the  same  person, 
cannot  take  notice  of  the  proceedings  at  the  former  court. 
It  has  been  said  that  the  court  was  only  adjourned,  and  not 
dissolved ;  but  there  is  no  definition  of  the  word  adjourn'- 
ment  which  at  all  supports  that  argument.  Cowell  defines  it 
to  be  ''  diei  dictio^  assignment  of  a  day  (a),  or  putting  off  to 
another  day  and  place."  Spelman  defines  it,  **  diem  alium 
dicere."  In  Termes  de  la  Ley  it  is  saidi  '*  adjournment  is 
when  a  court  is  dissolved  and  determined  for  the  present, 
and  assigned  to  be  kept  again  at  another  place  or  time"  (6). 
Moreover,  the  case  itself  is  decisive  of  this  point ;  because 
it  finds  that  the  form  adopted  was  that  which  is  used  when 
the  business,  for  which  the  court  has  been  called,  is  termi- 
nated; in  other  words,  when  the  court  is  dissolved.  The 
second  objection  is,  that  the  presiding  officer  was  changed 
daring  the  election.  All  acts  at  the  common  law  must  be 
commenced  and  perfected  by  the  same  officer,  although  he 
may  have  ceased  to  be  in  office;  Clerk  v.  Wither 8  {b);  a 
rule  which  it  seems  very  reasonable  to  extend  to  a  case 

(a)  The  original  French  word  a  day  when  the  jastices  in  eyre  will 
**  adjooraement,"  signifies  the  ap-  sic  again/'  Dr.  JoAnson  defines  the 
pointment  of  a  future  day  gene-  verb  to  adjourn  thus: — '*  to  put  off 
rally,  without  reference  to  post-  to  another  day,  naming  the  time; 
ponement;  and  being  commonly  a  term  used  in  juridical  proceed- 
used  to  denote  a  judicial  order  for  ings;  as,  of  parliaments,  and  courts 
the  appearance  of  a  party  in  Court,  of  justice."  Adjournment  he  de- 
it  may  be  considered  as  equivalent  fines  as  "  an  assignment  of  a  day, 
to  a  summons.  Et  Vide  Terriire,  or  a  putting  off  till  another  day;" 
Diet,  de  Droit,  in  verbo,  and  he  cites  as  an  authority,  <'ad- 

(b)  In  Jacot^s  Law  Dietianary,  joumment  in  eyre^  an  appointment 
(2d  ed.  by  Tomlins,)  adjournment  is  of  a  day,  when  the  justices  in  eyre 
defined  to  be  <'  a  putting  off  until  mean  to  sit  again.     Cowell/' 
another  time  or  place,  as  adjourn-  (6)  1  Salk.S22;  S  Lord  Raym. 
ment  in  eyre  is  an  appointment  of  1072. 
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I8ii9.        like  the  present.    The  Dew  lord  mayor  qaa  have  no  judicial 
notice  of  the  proceedings  had  prior  to  his  coming  into 
office.     How  then  can  he  make  a  true  return  of  them? 
Mator  of     Yet  he  is  bound  to  do  so»  at  the  peril  of  an  action.    To 

LOMOON.  .         .  "^ . 

place  him  in  a  situation  of  such  difficulty  would  be  ex* 
tremely  unjust.  The  last  objection  is,  that  no  poll  book 
such  as  the  statute  requires  was  kept  of  the  first  day's  poll. 
tUchardsoH,  who  kept  the  only  poll  book  after  the  first  day, 
took  no  votes  on  that  day;  his  book  merely  contained  copies 
of  votes  taken  by  others  on  that  day,  and  he  was  not  awom 
to  take  true  copies  from  others,  but  to  take  the  poll  himself 
truly.  As  regards  the  first  day's  poll>  therefore,  he  was  not 
sworn  at  all,  and  was  not  in  any  respect  such  a  poll  clerk 
as  the  act  requires. 

Alderson,  in  reply.  The  ai^ument  pressed  on  the  other 
side  upon  the  main  point,  namely^  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen,  proceeds  entirely  upon 
the  assumption  that  they  must  be  regarded  as  quam  visitors, 
for  which  PlUUips  v»  Berr^  (a)  has  been  cited  as  an  autho- 
rity. But  the  distinction  there  taken  by  Lord  Holt  between 
corporations  for  public  and  those  for  private  purposes, 
applies  to  the  present  case,  and  shews  that  the  jurisdiction 
here  is  not  of  a  visitatorial  nature.  He  says,  ^*  Those  (cor- 
porations) that  are  for  the  public  government  of  the  town, 
city,  mystery,  or  the  like,  being  for  public  advantage,  are  to 
be  governed  according  to  the  law  of  the  land.  But  private 
and  particular  corporations  for  charity,  founded  and  en- 
dowed by  private  persons,  are  subject  to  the  private  govern- 
ment of  those  who  erect  them."  As  to  the  supposition  that 
the  wardmote  court  was  dissolved,  the  case  cited  of  Rex  v. 
Harte  is  an  authority  the  other  way,  for  there  the  adjourn- 
ment was  to  re-assemble  on  a  fresh  summons,  which  was 
not  considered  as  a  dissolution. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  course  of  last  Trinity  term, 
when  the  Court  took  time  for  consideration.  Judgment 
was  now  delivered  by 

(«)  2T.R.351. 
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Lord  Tbmtbbden,  C.  J. — It  was  conteuded  upon  the        1899. 

argument  of  this  case,  which  comprised  both  the  return     !l^"^ 
,     ,       ^  ^        ,  ,  .  ,       ,  ,  The  Kiiro 

and   the  facts  found  at  the   tnai,    that  the  return  was  v. 

inconsistent,  and  if  we  were  of  that  opinion  the  return     ^i^^^  ^' 

ought  to  be  quashed.     But  we  are  not  of  that  opinion,  for 

we  see  no  inconsistency  in  alleging  that  a  person  has  not 

been  duly  elected,  and  that  a  tribunal  authorised  to  decide 

upon  his  election  has  declared  his  election  void.    Those 

are  distinct  allegations,  but  they  are  perfectly  consistent 

with  each  other.     We  come  then  to  consider  the  questions 

specifically  stated  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case. 

First,  is  the  decision  of  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and 
aldermen  conclusive  i  because  if  that  court  has  jurisdiction 
to  decide  finally,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  is  ex- 
cluded, the  other  question  does  not  arise. 

The  return  alleges  that  a  court  of  lord  mayor  and  alder- 
men has  been  from  time  immemorial  a  court  of  record,  and 
has  from  time  immemorial  had  the  cognizance,  jurisdiction 
and  authority  of  examining,  hearing,  determining  and  ad- 
judging of  and  concerning  the  election  and  return  of  every 
person  elected  into  any  office  within  the  city  at  any  court 
of  wardmote,  (and  the  election  in  question  was  at  a  court  of 
wardmote,)  whenever  the  merits  of  any  such  election  or 
return  have  been  brought  into  question  by  the  petition 
of  any  person  interested  therein;  and  that  this  election  was 
so  brought  into  question,  and  adjudged  to  be  void.  The 
return  does  not  allege  that  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and 
aldermen  has  the  $oIe  and  exclusive  cognizance,  but  only 
that  it  has  the  cognizance.  Now  in  a  daim  of  cognizance 
of  a  suit  it  is  always  alleged,  in  some  words  or  other^  that 
the  court  claiming  the  cognizance  has  the  sole  and  exclusive 
jurisdiction,  and  that  the  authority  of  other  courts  is  ex- 
cluded; and  when  there  is  no  allegation  to  that  efiect|  the 
claim  is  always  disallowed.  The  claim  in  Broume  v. 
Renouard(ja),  the  Cambridge  case,  contained  an  allegation 
to  that  effect.  The  claim  made  by  this  return  is  not,  indeed, 
strictly  speaking,  a  claim  of  cognizance  of  a  suit,  •  but  it  is 
(a)  n  East,  12. 
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1899.         perfectly  analogous  to  it^  and  must  be  governed  and  deter- 
^"-^^^^^      mined  by  the  same  principle  of  law;     That  principle  is, 
9.  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  king's  superior  Courts,  over 

Mayor  of  matters  originally  cognizable  by  them,  cannot  be  taken  away 
but  by  express  words,  or,  perhaps,  by  a  necessary  implica- 
tion arising  from  the  use  of  Words  absolutely  inconsistent 
with  the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  by  the  superior  Courts, 
and  to  which  effect  cannot  be  given  but  by  the  exclusion  of 
such  a  jurisdiction.  Let  us,  therefore,  see,  whether  the 
authority  claimed  by  this  return,  assuming  it  not  only  to 
have  existed,  as  alleged,  from  time  immemorial,  but  con- 
sidering also  that,  being  in  the  case  of  the  city  of  London, 
this  ancient  usage  must  be  regarded  as  having  received  the 
confirmation  of  the  legislature,  is  inconsistent  with  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench^  or  whether  both  may 
not  exist  together,  the  authority  of  the  city  court  being  sub- 
ordinate to  and  subject  to  the  revision  and  control  of  this 
Court. 

Corporations  in  general  have  power  to  amove  the  mem- 
bers of  the  select  body  for  sufficient  cause.  Might  it  not 
be  alleged^  in  the  very  words  of  this  return,  that  this  cor- 
poration has  the  cognizance,  jurisdiction  and  authority  of 
examining,  hearing,  determining  and  adjudging  of  and  con- 
cerning the  amotion  of  a  member,  upon  complaint  made  of 
misbehaviour  by  some  other  member  or  person  interested 
in  the  welfare  of  the  corporation  and  the  conduct  of  the 
members  of  the  select  body?  Yet,  certainly,  no  lawyer 
would  contend  that  such  a  return  would  be  a  sufficient 
answer  to  a  mandamus  to  restore.  But  higher  examples 
may  be  adduced.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  the 
cognizance,  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  examining,  hearing, 
determining  and  adjudging  of  and  concerning  pleas  of  land; 
and,  in  the  first  instance,  that  Court  alone  has  generally  that 
cognizance,  8cc.  So  this  Court  has  the  like  cognizance,  8ic., 
as  to  pleas  of  the  crown.  Yet  the  decisions  of  both  these 
Courts  are  subject  to  the  revision  of  a  superior  Court  on  a 
writ  of  error;  so  that  the  mere  allegation  of  cognizance,  8cc., 


The  King 

V. 
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bj  no  means  imports  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  and         18S9. 

authority  to  determine  and   adjudge  without  revision  or 

control. 

Then,  if  the  allegation  in  this  return  is  not  so  worded  as     Mator  of 

,     .■  London* 

necessarily  to  exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  is  there 

any  thing  in  the  substance  or  subject-matter  of  the  allega- 
tion that  warrants  such  an  effect  being  given  to  it  i  If  this 
return  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city  court  be  a  sufficient 
answer  to  a  mandamus  to  admit,  it  must  also  be  a  good  plea 
in  bar  to  an  information  ini  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto, 
and  even  to  a  quo  warranto  by  the  Attorney  General.  The 
consequence  would  be,  that  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and 
aldermen  would  possess  an  absolute  control  over  all  elec- 
tions at  wardmotes  to  city  offices,  and  might  declare  every 
.election  void,  one  after  another,  until  an  individual  agree- 
able to  themselves  were  chosen.  Let  it  not  be  imagined 
that  I  insinuate  the  probability  of  any  such  thing  occurring 
in  modem  times;  I  merely  mention  the  possibility  as  an 
argument  against  giving  to  this  allegation  the  effect  to  which 
I  have  alluded.  The  common  law  feels  a  wholesome  jea>- 
lousy  of  the  decisions  of  all  its  tribunals,  and  manifests  that 
jealousy  by  its  abundant  provision  for  successive  writs  of 
error,  until  the  case  arrives  at  the  highest  Court  and  supreme 
authority,  which  must  of  necessity  exist  somewhere  in  every 
country. 

It  may  be  asked,  of  what  use  is  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen,  if  their  decision  be  not 
final?  I  will  not  answer  that  question  by  asking,  of  what 
use  is  the  jurisdiction  of  any  Court,  whose  decisions  are  not 
final?  I  answer  affirmatively,  it  is  of  great  use.  Their 
decisions  often  have  been,  and  I  trust  often  will  be,  acqui- 
esced in,  from  a  conviction  of  their  justice,  and  thereby 
great  delay,  expense  and  agitation  avoided;  and  we  should 
deeply  lament  our  decision  upon  this  point,  (upon  which, 
however/  we  are  compelled  to  give  a  decision,)  if  it  should 
have  the  effect  of  preventing  the  exercise  of  what  we  con- 
sider a  highly  useful  and  salutary  power. 
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1899.  It  was  argued  in  support  of  the  return  that  this  power  of 

y^"^  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  was  in  the  nature 

V.  of  a  visitatorial  power,  but  no  case  was  cited  as  shewing 

Mayor  of  ^^^^  ^^^  branch  of  a  corporation  can  have  a  visitatorial 

LOHPOK.  m  .  . 

power  ovev  another.  The  visitatprial  power  emanates  from 
the  founder.  In  royal  foundations  of  a  private  or  eleemo- 
synary character,  if  no  spetial  visitor  has  been  appointed, 
the  king  exercises  the  power  by  his  chancellor.  In  corpo- 
rations established  for  the  government  of  cities  and  towns, 
the  king  may  be  said  to  exercise  the  power  by  this  Court, 
his  Court  before  himself,  according  to  the  law  and  consti- 
tution of  the  realm*  All  ancient  customs  and  prescriptions 
must  be  considered  with  reference  to  the  rules  of  common 
law;  and  where  they  are  found  to  be  repugnant  to  those  rules, 
and  contrary  to  law  in  any  respect,  they  have  been  always* 
adjudged  void.  Even  an  act  of  parliament  confirming, 
in  general  terms,  the  ancient  usages  and  customs  of  a  city, 
must,  I  apprehend,  be  construed  as  confirming  those  only 
which  betray  no  such  repugnance  or  contrariety.  Many 
matters  may  be  good  and  valid  by  custom  and  prescription, 
which  would  otherwise  be  invalid,  and  to  such  only  can  a 
general  confirmatory  statute  be  taken  to  apply. 

The  rule  which  I  have  mentioned,  as  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  king's  superior  Courts,  has  been  acted  upon  in  many 
cases.  Some  of  them  were  cited  in  argument.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  refer  to  them,  because  the  rule  is  well  known 
and  generally  recognized.  The  case  of  Regina  v.  Heath- 
cote  (a)  is  certainly  no  authority  in  support  of  this  return. 
It  does  not  appear  distinctly,  from  the  report  of  that  case, 
what  was  the  object  of  the  writ;  but  it  does  appear  that 
the  writ  was  either  issued  or  applied  for  against  the  lord 
mayor  alone,  and  at  the  period  when  the  bye  law  requiring 
the  wardmote  to  name  four^  of  whom  the  lord  mayor  and 
aldermen  were  to  chuse  one,  was  in  force:  and  I  do  not 
find  any  expression  importing  that  this  Court  had  not  jurist 
diction  or  authority  in  the  matter,  though  there  are  several 

(a)  Foitescue,  294. 
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rq^ardiog  tbe  expediency  and  the  effect  of  the  writ  then        i^^^- 
under  consideration.  ,«.    j^ 

Our  opinion  then  being  that  the  custom  stated  in  the  v- 

return  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  writ,  it  becomes      London. 
neoeBsary  to  advert  to  the  seYeral  objections  made  to  the 
electioQ  under  whicii  Mr.  Winchester  claims  to  be  admitted* 
IVe  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  the  operation  of 
the  statute  1 1  Gto.  \,  c.  18,  upon  the  bye  laws  of  the  cor- 
poration, (although,  undoubtedly,  where  they  are  incon- 
sistent ¥ritb  each  other,  the  regulations  ordained  by  the 
statute  must  prevail,)  because,  whether  the  objections  be 
regarded  with  reference  to  the  one  or  the  other,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  they  are  not  sufficient  to  vitiate  tbe  election. 
They  are  all  upon  matters  of  form^  and  form  only.    It  is 
not  suggested  that  any  inconvenience  was  occasioned^  that 
tbe  interest  of  any  candidate  was  prejudiced,  or  that  there 
was  any  intention  to  favour  one  in  preference  of  another; 
all  that  was  done  seems,  confessedly,  to  have  been  done 
openly,  honestly  and  faii*ly.    In  determining  whether  an, act 
b  to  become  void,  it  is  important  to  consider  whether  any 
inconvenience  has  occurred  in  the  particular  instance  by  a 
departure  from  form,  or  whether  any  may  be  expected  U>, 
occur  in  future*    The  distinction  between  matters  directory 
and  obligatory  is  well  known  and  established.    An  act  may 
be  improper  in  the  actor,  it  may  even  subject  him  to  a 
penalty;  but  it  may,  nevertheless,  be  valid  for  the  sake,  of 
others  who  would  be  prejudiced  by  its  being  declared. void. 
That  point  was  so  determined  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of 
The  Margate  Pier  Company  v.  Hamam  (a). 

I  have  thought  it  right  to  premise  these  observations> 
though  tliey  are,  perhaps,  inapplicable  to  the  present  case, 
and  certainly  do  not  affect  tbe  second  objection  made  to 
this  election.  The  first  objection  was,  that  the  wardmote 
had  not  been  adjourned  from  time  to  time,  and  kept  on  foot 
as  required  by  the  bye  law  of  1712.  The  statute  is  silent 
upon  this  point.  The  supposed  dissolution  of  the  ward- 
Co)  3  B.  &  A.  266. 
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1B99-        mote  in  fact  took  place  after  the  poll  had  been  closed^  the 
J^r"t*^^      numbers  declared,  and  the  scrutiny  demanded  and  allowed. 
V.  The  form  of  the  supposed  dissolution  was  a  proclamation 

Mayor  of  ^^^  ||^g  suitors  might  depart  and  give  their  attendance  on 
a  fresh  summons.  It  appears  by  the  special  case,  that  this 
form  is  also  adopted  in  the  city  at  courts  of  wardmote  and 
common  hall,  where  the  business  for  which  such  courts 
have  been  called  is  terminated;  and  that  the  form  adopted 
where  the  business  is  not  terminated,  is  an  adjournment  of 
the  court  to  some  stated  day,  in  which  case  no  new  sum- 
mons or  precept  issues.  The  case  does  not  state  that  an 
absolute  and  formal  dissolution  never  takes  place;  and 
from  the  expression  used  at  the  close  of  the  return  made  by 
the'  lord  mayor  and  aldermen,  namely, ''  that  the  wardmote 
was  then  by  order  of  the  lord  mayor  dissolved/'  it  may 
rather  be  inferred  that  an  absolute  and  formal  dissolution 
does  sometimes  take  place. 

A  proclamation,  which  was  the  form  used  on  the  occa- 
sion in  question,  would  be  in  effect  a  dissolution  of  the 
wardmote,  if  no  fresh  summons  issued;  but  we  see  no  in- 
consistency or  impropriety  in  issuing  a  fresh  summons  and 
proceeding  with  such  business  as  remains  unaccomplished. 
In  this  case  no  objection  was  made  at  the  time  to  the  form 
that  was  adopted;  no  person  could  be  misled  by  it,  for 
every  person  knew  that  a  scrutiny,  which  was  a  new  and 
distinct  matter  subsequent  to  the  poll,  had  been  demanded 
and  granted ;  and  no  inconvenience  could  result.  But  an 
adjournment  to  a  day  certain  might  produce  inconvenience, 
because  the  day  on  which  the  scrutiny  would  commence 
could  not  then  be  known ;  and  if  the  day  fixed  should  prove 
too  early,  there  must  be  an  useless  meeting  and  another 
adjournment;  if  too  late,  the  making  of  the  return  must  be 
unnecessarily  delayed.  Besides,  it  might  happen  that  the 
candidate  demanding  the  scrutiny  afterwards  abandoned  it; 
in  which  case,  the  wardmote  might  have  been  re-assembled, 
if  necessary,  and  the  return  made  without  further  delay. 
Considering,  therefore,  that  the  course  actually  adopted  was 
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the  most  convenient,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  deviation        1839. 
from  the  letter  of  the  bye  law  is  not  sufficient  to  invalidate     Jj^"^^^^ 
the  proceedings^  and  that  the  expression  there  used  ought  -o. 

to  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  suggestion  or  direction     Mayor  of 
only,  and  not  as  a  peremptory  ordinance  essential  to  the 
validity  of  an  election. 

The  next  objection  was  the  change  of  the  presiding 
officer.  There  is  nothing  either  in  the  act  of  parliamient 
or  10  the  bye  laws  requiring  identity  of  person.  In  a  ma- 
jority of  instances  the  person  will  be  the  same.  If  the 
change  of  person  furnishes  a  valid  objection  in  this  case, 
it  must  be  upon  some  ground  of  plain  reason  or  of 
positive  la^.  The  change  did  not  take  place  during  the 
continuance  either  of  the  poll  or  of  the  scrutiny,  but  in  the 
interval  which  necessarily  occurred  between  them;  and  the 
poll  and  scrutiny  are  matters  perfectly  distinct  from  each 
other,  though  both  may  be  necessary  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  real  majority,  and  to  make  the  proper  return  where  a 
scrutiny  has  been  demanded.  Did  any  inconvenience  re- 
sult from  the  change  of  person  ?  None  has  been  suggested, 
and  none  appears.  None  of  the  proceedings  were  inter* 
rupted.  No  judgment  or  discretion  was  to  be  exercised 
by  the  new  lord  mayor  requiring  any  knowledge  of  the  pro- 
ceedings which  had  been  had  before  his  predecessor,  beyond 
what  the  poll  books  were  adequate  to  supply.  But,  it  has 
been  said,  the  lord  mayor  may  be  liable  to  an  action  for  a 
false  return.  He  may  so.  Each  officer  may  be  liable  for 
his  own  acts;  the  first  lord  mayor  for  such  as  were  done 
before  he  delivered  up  the  poll  book  and  transferred  his 
authority  to  his  successor;  and  his  successor  for  such  as 
were  done  afterwards.  The  change  here  having  occurred 
during  an  interval  between  two  distinct  proceedings,  none 
of  the  cases  cited  to  shew  that  the  officer  who  begins  the 
performance  of  a  public  duty  can  alone  proceed  in  it  to  its 
termination,  are  applicable  to  the  present  case.  The  course 
adopted  produced  no  inconvenience ;  but  if  the  change  of 
person  could  invalidate  the  election,  there  would^  in  the 

vol.  IV.  V 
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present  case,  be  the  inconvenience  of  a  double  election ; 

ThelKiKG     ""^  ***  future,  if  an  alderman  should  die  towards  the  close 

V*  of  a  mayoralty,  as  it  could  never  be  known  beforehand 

London,      whether  a  scrutiny  would  be  demanded  after  a  poll,  it  might 

be  deemed  necessary  to  postpone  the  election  entirely  until 

the  new  lord  mayor  had  come  into  office,  which  would 

occasion  inconvenient  delay. 

The  last  objection  relates  to  the  poll  clerks  and  their 
books.  The  statute  requires  that  upon  a  poll  being  de- 
manded, the  presiding  officer  shall  appoint  a  convenient 
number  of  poll  clerks,  but  it  does  not  require  that  the 
number  originally  appointed  shall  be  continued  throughout 
the  election,  if  it  proves  larger  than  convenience  requires. 
It  did  so  prove  in  this  case,  and  therefore  the  lord  mayor, 
after  the  first  day,  proposed  to  continue  one  poll  clerk  only, 
to  which  none  of  the  parties  objected.  Three  votes  had 
been  entered  by  the  two  poll  clerks  who  were  dismissed, 
two  by  one  of  them,  and  one  by  the  other.  These  votes 
were  correctly  copied  by  the  continuing  poll  clerk  into  his 
own  book,  and  the  other  books  were  preserved,  and  all 
three  were  produced  at  the  trial.  In  all  this  there  was  not 
only  no  inconvenience,  but  not  even  any  deviation  from  any 
thing  formally  prescribed;  and,  as  was  said  of  an  objection 
of  this  kind  by  another  tribunal,  we  think  this  a  frivolous 
objection. 

This  is  our  judgment  upon  the  matters  of  law  affecting 
this  case.  The  proceeding  must  of  course  remain  sus- 
pended until  the  arbitrator  has  decided  upon  the  votes  (a). 

(a)  The  parties  had  previously  That  question  was  afterwards  de- 
agreed  that  the  question  as  to  the  cided  by  the  arbitrator  in  favour 
number  of  legal  votes  given  for  the  of  Mr.    Winchester^    who     was 
respective  candidates  should  be  thereupon  admitted  to  the  office, 
referred  to  a  gentleman  at  the  bar. 
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1829. 
The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ringstead.  v^^v^y 

Two  Justices,  by  their  order,  removed  Henry  Manning,  To  gain  a  set- 

Rebecca  his  wife,  and  their  four  children,  from  the  parish  estTte^'the 

of  Wellingborough,  in  the  county  of  Northampton^  to  the  party  mast 

parish  of  Ringstead  in  the  same  county.     On  appeal,  the  iiTpossesston. 

Sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this     Messuage  if. 
^  1      i.  1,       .  was  devised  to 

Court  upon  the  following  case :—  jlf .,  durante 

The  birth  settlement  of  the  pauper  Henty  Manning  was  vjd">tat«>^'>d 

in  the  parish  of  Ringstead.    His  grandfather  Thomas  Man-  cease  or  re- 

niiig  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  hereinafter  men-  ^d"ai^'    * 

tioned,  by  vill  dated  6th  January,  1800,  duly  executed  and  messuage  B,, 

attested,  (after  devising  five  acres  of  land  in  Ringstead  to  testatormade 

his  eldest  son  and  heir  John  Mannins  in  fee  in  the  words  "®  ?^}^^^  ^*' 
r  11      •  1^       •  T     •  J    J     •  posiuon,  were 

following,  that  is  to  say,  1  give  and  devise  unto  my  son  devised  to 

John  Manning  all  those  my  five  acres,  more  or  less,  of  ^t  heiroTthe 

copyhold  meadow  ground,  with  their  and  every  of  their  devisor,  in 

appurtenances,  lying  and  being  dispersed  in  the  open  and  (hat~lv.  took 

common  fields  and  meadows  of  Ringstead  aforesaid,  now  ^o  estate  in 

in  my  own  occupation,  and  which  f  have  duty  surrendered  afler  the  death 

to  the  use  of  this  my  will,  to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs  and  or  marriage  of 

,  '  Al.,  dunng 

assigns,  for  ever,  subject  nevertheless,  and  I  do  hereby  sub-  whose  wl- 

ject  and  charge  the  same  estate  to  and  with  the  payment  of  b  ^Jj^njed 

25l.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  unto  my  daughter  to  the  heir  of 

Mary,  the  wife  of  Thomas  Plant,  to  be  paid  to  her  within  ^^^  j^a^   ' 

twelve  calendar  months  next  after  my  decease,)  gave  and  therefore,  N. 
1     •      1  •      •  ,     1.  It       .  1        •  *  T     •  1  gained  no  setf- 

devised  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say,  **  I  give  and  tiement  by 

devise  unto  my  daughter  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  my  late  son  residing  m 

Thomas  Manning,  all  that  part  of  a  messuage  or  tenement,  where  the 

with  the  appurtenances,  which  is  now  in  the  occupation  of  "ere^sinaatc 

Henry  Law/ord,  situate  in  Ringstead  aforesaid,  and  ad-  vvhile  M. 

joining  to  the  tenement  in  the  occupation  of  Joseph  Man-  ^\\y^  ^q^  „„. 

ning,  lo  hold  to  her  the  said  Elizabeth  Manning,  and  her  married. 

assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  if  she 

shall  so  long  continue  a  widow,  and  unmarried,  and  from 

and  after  her  decease  or  day  of  marriage,  which  shall  first 

f2 
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1839.        happen,  I  give  and  devise  the  said  part  of  a  messuage  or 
^w^T^'C^      tenement,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  all  that  the 
.  V.  aforesaid  tenement,  with  the  homestead  and  appurtenances, 

RxNcsTEAD.    jjj  ^jjg  occupation  of  Joseph  Manning,  and  also  all  that  my 
close  or  orchard,  lying  about  the  said  homestead  on  the 
north  side  of  a  back  lane,  and  now  in  the  several  tenures  of 
myself,  Samuel  Hackett,  and  Mary  Whitney,  unto  the  four 
children  of  my  late  son  the  said  Thomas  Manning,  deceased, 
namely,  Henry,  John,   Thomas,  and    Rebecca  Manning, 
to  hold  to  them  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint 
tenants."    The  pauper  is  the  Henry  Manning  mentioned 
in  this  last-mentioned  devise,  and  is  son  of  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Manning.  In  1806  the  pauper  acquired  a  settlement  by 
hiring  and  service  in  the  parish  of  Raunds.     Having  some 
years  afterwards  become  chargeable  to  Ringstead,  he  was 
removed,  with  his  wife,  to  Raunds,  by  an  order  dated  8th 
January,  1817,  which  order  was  never  appealed  against. 
Between  1817  and  18199  when  the  property  was  sold  to 
one  Moss,  he  resided  above  forty  days  in  the  parish  of 
Ringstead,  his  mother  having  up  to  that  time  continued, 
and  then  being,  a  widow,  and  unmarried. 

Dwarris  and  Amos,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
The  fact  of  the  pauper's  sufficient  residence  in  Ringstead 
being  found  by  the  case,  the  only  question  is,  whether  he 
had  a  sufficient  estate  to  confer  a  settlement.  It  has  cer- 
tainly been  decided  that  a  party  must  have  a  present  inte- 
rest in  an  estate,  in  order  to  acquire  a  settlement,  by  resi- 
dence upon  it  (a).  Rex  v.  Eatington(,b)'y  but  up  to  the 

(a)  It  is  not  only  necessary  that  why  he  is  rendered  irremovable, 

the  interest  should  be  certain;  but  8  Nolan,  88. 

it  must  likewise  be  vested  in  pos-  (6)  4  T.  R.  177.   There,  G.  M. 

session.    An  estate  in  remainder  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  cottage,  by 

or  reversion  does  not  confer  a  set-  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  in 

dement  anymore  than  one  in  con-  consideration  of  36/.  therein  roen- 

tingency  or  expectation ;  for  the  tioned   to  be  paid,    granted  and 

party  has  nothing  of  his  own  to  conveyed  the  cottage  in  fee  to  the 

supeiintend,  which  is  the  reason  pauper,  his  son-in-law.  The  release 
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time  of  that  decision  it  had  been  held  that  a  party  having 
an  estate  in  the  parish  where  he  resided  was  not  sufficient 
to  confer  a  settlement,  unless  he  resided  upon  the  estate  (a). 
That  doctrine  was  afterwards  exploded  in  the  case  of  Rex 
?.  Houghton-le-Spring  (6),  where  it  was  decided  that  the 
owner  of  an  estate  had  a  right  to  reside  in  the  parish  where 
his  property  was  situated,  whether  he  occupied  it  himself, 
or  let  it  to  a  tenant  (c).     In  this  case,  therefore,  if  the 
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contained  the  following  proviso:— 
<<  Profided,  that  it  shall  and  may 
be  iawfttl  for  the  said  G.  Af.  to 
life,  inhabit,  dwell  in,  and  occupy^ 
the  said  cottage  or  tenement,  with 
the  appurtenances,  as  he  hereto- 
fore hath  done,  and  now  does,  for 
and  daring  the  term  of  his  natural 
life/'  The  pauper  and  his  wife 
resided  with  G.  M.  for  three 
months,  until  thev  were  removed. 
It  was  held  that  the  word  occupy 
used  in  the  conveyance,  shewed 
that  it  was  the  intention  to  reserve 
a  life  estate  in  the  whole  cottage 
to  G.  Jf.,  and  not  merely  a  liberty 
to  dwell  in  it  daring  his  life.  The 
pauper,  therefore,  had  only  an  estate 
in  remainder,  which  had  not  come 
into  possession  at  the  rime  of  the 
removaJ,and  that,  consequently,  he 
had  not  that  which  was  necessary 
to  confer  on  him  a  setdement, 
namely,  a  present  interest. 

(a)  Qnery, — Is  not  this  propo- 
sition somewhat  too  large?  It 
does  not  seem  to  be  supported,  to 
its  fuii  extent,  by  any  of  the  cases 
to  be  found  in  the  books.  In  Rex 
V.  Ihmghton-U-Springt  1  East, 
854,  pod,  (c),  where  the  contrary 
doctrine  was  established,  and 
which  has  ever  since  been  main- 
tained, much  doubt  was  entertain- 
ed bjr  Lawrence^  J.  and  Le  Blanc, 
J.,  whether  a  person  could  acquire 
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a  setdement  by  a  residence  in  a 
parish  where  his  property  lay,  but 
of  which  he  was  not  in  the  occo- 
pntion.  The  cases  of  Ryslip  v. 
Harrow,  Q  Salk.  524;  Rex  v.  St, 
Nyotts,  Burr.  S.C.  133 ;  and  Rex 
V.  Sowlon,  Burr.  S.  C.  128,  they 
tliought  left  the  matter  doubtful 
as  to  the  occupation;  at  length, 
however,  they  all  agreed  that  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Hatfield,  Burr.  S.  C. 
1^7,  pott,  70,  n.  was  decisive  in  fa- 
vour of  a  settlement  being  gained, 
notwithstanding  the  .  occupation 
was  in  a  tenant.  See  Lewin  on 
Settlements,  436,  (1).  Now  the 
cases  alluded  to  do  not  seem  to 
warrant  even  the  doubt  said  to 
have  been  entertained.  In  Rytlip 
v.  Harrow,  Holt,  C.  J.  said, "  Hav- 
ing land  in  a  parish  will  not  make 
a  settlement,  but  living  in  a  parish 
where  one  has  land  will  gain  a  set- 
tlement without  notice."  In  Rex 
V.  St.  Nyottt,  it  was  held  that  a 
pauper  could  not  be  removed  to  a 
place  where  he  had  an  estate  of 
his  own,  unless  he  had  been  resi- 
dent there,  irremovable,  forty  days ; 
but  that  afterwards  he  might.  And 
in  Rex  v.  Sowton  it  was  expressly 
said  that  the  residence  need  not 
be  on  the  estate. 

(fi)  1  East,  247. 

(c)  If  the  estate  be  vested,  the 
premises  need  not  be  in  the  own- 
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pauper  took  an  estate  in  fee  under  the  will  expectant  upon 
»^r^^r^       the  death  or  marriage  of  his  mother^  he  had  as  much  right 
V.  to  reside  in  the  parish  as  if  he  had  a  reversion  after  a  term 

of  1000  years.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  pauper  in  this  case 
took  under  the  will  a  present  interest  in  the  estate.  It  was 
evidently  the  object  of  the  testator  to  provide  for  all  his 
family>  and  the  will  must  be  construed  distribu  lively  for  the 
purpose  of  effectuating  that  object.  Now  the  will  makes  a 
provision^  firsts  for  the  eldest  son  and  heir^  secondly,  for 
the  widow  of  the  second  son,  and  lastly^  for  the  grandchil- 
dren. The  testator  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate  with  re- 
spect to  any  part  of  his  property,  but  if  the  grandchildren 
did  not  take  a  present  interest  under  his  will,  part  of  his  in- 
tention must  be  defeated,  for  then  he  has  made  no  provision 
for  their  maintenance,  which  he  plainly  intended  to  do.  The 
proper  construction  of  this  will  is,  that  the  testator  gave  to 
his  grandchildren,  immediately,  all  the  property  he  devised 
to  them,  excepting  only  that  which  he  had  previously  ex- 


er's  actual  occufwtion ;  3  Nolan,  cellar,  and  making  the  repairs, 
89.  In  Rex  v.  Uaxfield^  Burr.  S.  C.  during  the  whole  of  which  time  he 
147,  where  an  infant  of  the  age  of  resided  as  a  lodger  in  Wh  bouse, 
six  years  and  a  half  became  seised  He  was  held  to  gain  a  settlement, 
of  a  freehold  estate,  and  resided  upon  the  principle  that  residence 
in  the  parish  with  his  grandmother,  in  the  parish  in  which  the  party 
it  was  held  that  he  could  not  be  has  a  freehold  estate,  confers  a 
removed.  In  Bjtxv,H<mghton-k'  settlement,  whether  he  resides  on 
Spring,  the  pauper  was  entitled  to  the  estate  or  not,  or  whether  or 
three  copyhold  and  one  freehold  not  he  is  in  the  occupation  there- 
house,  as  hfiir  at  law  to  his  cousin,  of.  For  a  man,  though  not  in  the 
He  agreed  to  let  the  freehold  occupation  of  his  own  estate,  may 
house,  which  was  in  Sedgefield  have  many  reasons  for  wishing  to 
parish,  to  IT.,  at  3/.  per  annum,  live  in  the  neighbourhood  of  it, 
the  pauper  undertaking  to  sink  a  and  is  entided  to  the  privil^e  of 
cellar,  and  make  some  repairs.  W.  superintending  it.  And  see  Rex 
accordingly  entered  and  occupied  v.  Dorttone,  1  East,  S96 ;  Rex  v. 
the  premises  as  a  public  house,  Horsley^  8  East,  405;  Rex  ▼• 
and  the  pauper,  after  such  posset*  Brington^  7  B.  &  C.  546;  ant€f 
sion  by  W,,  went  toSedge6eld  for  vol.  i.  431,  S.  C. ;  ante,  vol.  iii. 


the  sole  purpose  of  sinking  the      338,  357. 
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pressly  devised  to  their  mother;  Cook  v.  Gerrard^a);  Simp- 
ion  V.  Hornsby  (i);  Doe  v.  Brazier  (c). 

Campbell,  Humfrey,  and  McDonnell,  contri.  It  is  an 
established  principle  in  the  law  of  settlements,  that  in  order 
to  acquire  a  settlement  by  estate,  the  party  must  have  a 
freehold  in  possession — an  estate  of  which  he  may  be  dis- 
seised. [Bayley,  J.  We  none  of  us  entertain  any  doubt 
upon  that  point].  Then  the  only  point  is  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  will.  Now  so  long  as  his  mother  conti- 
nued alive  and  unmarried,  the  pauper  took  only  a  freehold 
in  futuro  by  way  of  executory  devise,  and  not  any  present 
estate,  under  the  will.  It  is  said  the  testator  intended  the 
devise  to  his  grandchildren  to  be  immediate,  but  that  is  by 
no  means  clear;  that  may,  or  may  not,  have  been  his  inten- 
tion ;  it  is  a  matter  of  doubt  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  and 
an  heir  at  law  cannot  be  disinherited  upon  doubts ;  there 
must  be  either  express  words  or  necessary  implication  to 
oust  the  heir  at  law  {d).  It  is  equally  consistent  with  the 
language  of  the  will,  to  say  that  the  testator  intended  all  the 
property  to  go  to  his  grandchildren  at  once  upon  the  death 
or  marriage  of  their  mother ;  that  he  depended  upon  her 

(a)  1  Saund.  181.  the  judgment  of  Best^  J.  in  Doe  v. 

(6)  Prec.  in  Ch.  4S9, 452.  Turner,  2  D.  &  R.  403.   Notwith- 

(c)  5  B.  &  A.  64.  These  three  standing  the  strong  expressions  and 
cases  are  fully  detailed,  and  the  an  air  of  mystery  which  are  to  be 
points  in  which  they  are  distin-  found  in  these  and  in  other  cases, 
gaisbable  from  the  principal  case  the  principle  of  law  appears  to  be 
clearly  defined  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  simply  this,  that  so  far  as  there  is 
the  judgment,  ;)os^,  T6.  no  effectual  devise  of  lands  and 

(d)  It  is  said  that  an  heir  at  tenements,  the  common  law  will 
law  cannot  be  disinherited  by  the  take  its  course.  It  seems  to  have 
plainest  intention  apparent  upon  been  forgotten  in  those  cases,  as 
the  face  of  a  will,  unless  the  estate  it  was  at  firtt,  (Fearne,  C.  R.  by 
be  completely  disposed  of  to  some-  Butler,  A  pp.  573,)  in  Doe  d.  Bai- 
bodyelse.  Denn  v.  G«&i»,Cowp.  ley  v.  Pugh,  (2  Meriv.  348,  9,) 
661.  And  that  he  takes,  although  that  the  law  of  England  contains 
clearly  intended  to  be  excluded,  no  provision  for  dUinkeriting  an 
if  it  do  not  appear  with  certsunty  heir,  though  it  allows  the  ancestor, 
to  whom,  or  in  what  proportions,  by  alienation  taking  effect  during 
the  estates  are  devised.  Shtddham  his  life  or  at  his  death,  to  render 
V.  Smithf  6  Dow,  22.    And  see  the  heirship  of  little  value. 


The  King 
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providing  for  them  so  long  as  she  lived  and  remained  a 
widow,  and  therefore  did  not  mean  them  to  take  under 
V.  the  will  until  that  provision  should  cease  by  her  death  or 

iKGSTEAD.    „j3,.,.jagg      fhe  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  all  distin- 
guishable from  the  present.     Doe  v.  Brazier  {a),  is  the 
most  like  it ;  but  there  the  devise  to  the  nephews  was  in 
danger  of  failing  altogether,  unless  it  gave  them  an  imme- 
diate estate ;  a  circumstance  which  seems  to  have  had  much 
effect  upon  the  Court  in  deciding  that  they  took  an  Imme- 
diate estate.     The  true  rule  with  respect  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  heir  at  law  was  laid  down  by  Wilson,  J,,  in  Haber- 
gham  V.  Vincent  (J)\  "  that,  whether  the  estate  was  meant  for 
the  heir  or  not,  the  intention  is  not  material,  if  it  is  not  given 
to  some  other  person ;  for  there  is  no  other  way  to  exclude 
an  heir  than  by  giving  it  to  somebody  else  :  therefore,  if 
from  the  circumstance  of  part  being  so  given,  an  inference 
could  be  raised,  that  the  testator  meant  the  heir  should 
have  no  more;  yet,  even  against  that  intention,  the  heir  would 
take"  (c).     So,  in  Comyns^s  Digest  it  is  said  (d),  "  there 
shall  not  be  a  strained  construction  of  words  to  disinherit 
an  heir  ;  and,  therefore,  whatever  is  not  expressly  disposed 
of  descends  to  the  heir."     So,  in  Coryton  v.  Hillier  (e). 
Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  said,  '*  In 
construing  a  will,  conjecture  must  not  be  taken  for  implica- 
tion ;  but  necessary  implication  means,  not  natural  neces- 
sity, but  so  strong  a  probability  of  intention,  that  the  inten- 
tion contrary  to  that  imputed  to  the  testator  cannot  be  sup- 
posed."   There   are   many  other  cases   in  which   similar 
principles  in  support  of  a  construction  favourable  to  the 
heir,  where  there  is  no  express  devise  of  the  property  to 
another,   have   been   recognised   and   acted   upon.     Tbey 
cited,  upon  this  point,  Stanjield  v.  Habergham(f);  Hopkins 
v.  Hopkins  (g);  Jones  v.  Mitchell  (h);  Tregonwellv.  Syden- 

(a)  5  B.  &  A.  64.  (d)  Com.  Dig.  Devise,  N.  92. 

lb)  2  Ves.  jun.  225.  (f)  J  Ves.  &  Bea.  466. 

(c)  Et  vide  Snelgrote  v.  Sntl-  (f)  10  Ves.  27S,  280. 

grove,  4  Dessaus.  Cha.  Rep.  301,  (g)  1  Atk.  581. 

303.  (A)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  290. 
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ham  {a) ;  City  of  London  v.  Garway  (6) ;  Right  v.  Side-        i8?9. 
6olAam(r);  and  Dennv.  Gaskin{d). 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  term 
1828,  when  the  Court  took  time  for  deliberation ;  judg-    Rxngstead. 
ment  was  now  delivered  by 

Bayley,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
pauper  acquired  a  settlement  by  estate  in  the  parish  of 
Ringstead.     That  question   depended   entirely  upon   the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  will  of  his  grandfather.    If 
that  will  gave  him  an  immediate  estate,  the  pauper  is  set- 
tled in  Ringstead ;  if  it  did  not,  he  is  not  settled  there. 
The  words  of  devise  upon  which  the  question  turns  are 
these : — *'  I  give  and  devise  unto  my  daughter  Elizabeth, 
the  widow  of  my  late  son  Thomas  Manning,  all  that  fart 
of  a  messuage  or  tenement,  with  the  appurtenances^  which 
is   now  in   the  occupation  •  of  Henry   Lawford,    situate 
in    Ringstead,   and  adjoining  the  tenement  in  the  occu- 
pation   of  Joseph   Manning,    to   hold   to    her    the    said 
Elizabeth  Manning,  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  if  she  shall  so  long  continue  a 
widow   and   unmarried,  and  from  and  after  her  decease 
or  day  of  marriage,  which  shall  first  happen,  I  give  and 
devise  the  said  part  of  a  messuage  or  tenement,  with  the 
appurtenances,  and  also  all  that  the  aforesaid  tenement, 
with  the  homestead  and  appurtenances,  in  the  occupation 
of  Joseph  Manning;  and  also  all  that  my  close  or  orchard 
lying  about  the  said  homestead,  on  the  north  side  of  a  back 
lane,  and  now  in  the  several  tenures  of  myself,  Samuel 
Hackett  and  Mary  Whitney,  unto  the  four  children  of  my 
late    son    the   said    Thomas  Manning,  deceased,  namely 
Henry,  John,  Thomas,  and  Rebecca  Manning,  to  hold  to 
them  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants.'^ 
The  question  is,  whether  by  that  devise  the  testator  in- 
tended to  give  his  grandchildren  an  immediate  estate  in 

(a)  3  Dow,  194.  (c)  Doogl.  759. 

(*)  2  Vera.  571.  \d)  Cowp.  657. 
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1829.        press  devise  of  the  property  in  question  during  the  life  of 
The  King      the  mother;  the  children  are  not  the  heirs  at  law  of  the 
_     V*  testator,  but  strangers :  therefore,  upon   the  principle  that 

the  heir  at  law  cannot  be  disinherited  except  by  express 
words  or  necessary  implication,  the  devise  to  the  children 
after  the  death  of  the  mother  gives  them  an  interest  which 
is  to  take  effect  only  at  her  death,  and  the  heir  at  law  is 
entitled  to  the  property  during  her  life.  The  cases  relied 
upon  as  shewing  that  the  words  of  this  devise  ought  to  be 
construed  distributively,  were  Cook  v.  Gerrard(a),  Simpson 
V.  Homsby{b)f  and  Doe  v.  Brazier  (c)*  In  the  first  of 
those  cases.  Sir  Robert  Kempe,  Knight,  was  seised  of  the 
lands  in  question  in  fee,  and  was  also  seised  of  the  rever- 
sion of  other  lands  expectant  upon  the  death  of  Ruth 
Kempe,  his  daughter-in-law,  (whereof  RtUh  had  an  estate 
for  life  for  her  jointure,)  and  being  so  seised,  the  said 
Sir  Robert  Kempe  by  his  will  devised,  that  Dame  Eliza- 
beth, his  wife,  should  have  the  free  use  of  the  demesne 
lands  (being  the  lands  in  question)  for  one  year  after  his 
death;  and  then,  after  stating  that  he  was  desirous  to  con- 
tinue the  capital  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances  thereto 
belonging,  in  the  blood  of  the  Kempes,  in  which  it  had  con- 
tinued for  ages  past,  he  devised  the  demesnes  atid  the  re- 
version  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  habendum  immediately 
from  and  after  the  expiration  of  one  whole  year  next  after 
his  decease,  and  the  decease  of  the  said  Ruth  Kempe,  (who 
was  tenant  for  life  of  the  lands  whereof  the  testator  bad 
the  reversion,)  for  the  term  of  the  life  of  the  said  J'homas 
Kempe,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  strip  or  waste. 
The  testator  further  directed,  that  Ihomas  Kempe,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  devise,  should,  immediately  after  the  death 
of  Ruth  Kempe,  pay  to  three  persons,  in  the  will  men- 
tioned, annuities  of  20/.  each,  in  half-yearly  payments. 
The  testator  died,  and  the  year  expired.  It  was  contended 
that  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  effect  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  that  the  words  should  be  taken  distributively,  so 

(a)  1  Saund.  183.  (c)  5  B.  &  A.  64. 

(6)  Prec.  Id  Chan.  439,453. 
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that  the  devisee  should  have  the  reversionary  lands  after  the        1829. 

death  of  Ruth,  and  the  demesne  lands  after  the  death  of  the      .^llTT^^ 
,  .  ,         ^         .  ..  ,         ,  TheKiMG 

testator;  and  on  three  grounds: — first,  because  if  they  de*  v. 

scended  to  Mary  Kempe,  his  daughter  and  heir,  she  would    R^m^^stbad. 
probably  change  her  name  by  marriage,  and  then  the  tes- 
tator's intention^  that  the  demesne  lands  should  remain  in 
the  name  of  the  Kempes,  ¥fou\d  be  defeated;  secondly,  that 
if  Ruth  died  within  the  year  after  the  testator,  the  annuities 
given  by  the  will  could  not  be  paid,  unless  the  devisee  took 
the  land  immediately  upon  the  death  of  Ruth,  notwith- 
standing the  year  was  not  expired ;  and,  thirdly,  that  if  the 
demesne  lands  should  descend  to  the  heir  in  the  mean  time 
until  the  death  of  Ruth,  then  he  might  commit  what  waste 
he  pleased,  and  there  would  be  no  means  to  prevent  him, 
which  would  be  directly  against  the  true  meaning  of  the 
testator.    On  the  other  hand  it  was  insisted,  that  the  de- 
mesne lands  should  descend  to  the  heir  at  law  until  the 
death  of  Ruth,  and  that  the  words  of  the  will  should  be 
taken  as  they  were,  jointly  and  not  distributively;  and  the 
rule  that  the  heir  at  law  is  not  to  be  disinherited  but  by 
express  words  or  necessary  implication  was   relied  on. 
The  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  words  of  the  will 
should  be  taken  distributively,  and  that  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  had  good  title  to  the  demesne  lands  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  year,  and  before  the  death  of  Ruth ;  and 
judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff.     In  the  course  of  the 
argument,  this  case  was  cited  from  Moore^s  Reports,{a). 
"  A  man  seised  of  a  manor,  parcel  in  demesne  and  parcel 
in  service,  by  his  will  devised  to  his  wife  all  his  demesne 
lands  for  her  life;  and  also  by  the  same  will  devised  to  her 
all  the  services  and  chief-rents  for  fifteen  years;  and  fur- 
ther devised  all  the  manor  to  another  after  the  death  of  the 
wife;  and  it  was  adjudged  that  the  devisee  should  take 
nothing  until  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  although  the  fif- 
teen years  had  expired,  and  that  the  heir,  at  the  expiration 
of  the  fifteen  years,  should  have  the  services  and  chief- 
rents  during  the  wife's  life."     In  argument  in  the  Exche- 
(o)  Trin.  3  Edw.  6,  F.  Moore,  7. 


78  CASES  IN  THE  KING's  BENCH, 

1899.        quer  Chamber,  this  case  was  relied  upon  in  support  of  the 
^"^^^^^^      writ  of  error.    "To  which  Saunders  gave  this  answer, 
9.  namely,  that  there  the  second  devisee  was  to  take  nothing 

RiKosTBAO.  jjy  ^jjg  words  of  the  will  until  after  the  death  of  the  wife;  and 
the  words  being  express,  no  construction  could  be  made 
against  them,  which,  he  said,  was  the  reason  of  the  case;  but 
he  said  that  if  the  will  had  been,  that  the  second  devisee  should 
have  all  the  manor  after  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  years, 
and  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  in  that  case  it  should  be 
construed  distributively,  as  in  this  case,  namely,  that  the 
second  devisee  should  have  the  demesne  lands  of  the  manor 
after  the  death  of  the  wife,  and  the  rents  and  services  after 
the  expiration  of  the  15  years/'  And  that  was  a  good 
answer,  for  if  the  devise  in  that  case  had  been  as  Saunders 
hypothetically  puts  it,  it  would  have  clearly  manifested  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  give  to  the  second  devisee  the 
reversion  of  all  the  lands  he  had  previously  given  to  his  wife 
for  life  and  for  years,  and  then,  in  furtherance  of  that  in- 
tention, the  words  must  have  been  construed  distributively; 
but  as  no  part  of  the  will  manifested  any  such  intention, 
the  words  were  taken  in  their  ordinary  grammatical  sense, 
and  at  the  end  of  the  15  years,  the  heir-at-law  took  the 
chief  rents  and  services  for  the  life  of  the  wife.  The  judg- 
ment of  this  Court  in  Cook  v.  Gerrard  was  afterwards 
affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  But  in  that  case  also, 
there  were  circumstances  shewing  that  the  testator  must 
have  intended  the  heir-at-law  not  to  take  the  demesne  lands 
during  the  lifetime  of  Ruth ;  first,  because  he  expressed 
his  wish  that  they  should  continue  in  the  name  of  Kempe ; 
secondly,  because  he  directed  annuities  to  be  paid  half- 
yearly  immediately  after  the  death  of  Ruth;  and  thirdly, 
because  be  directed  that  no  waste  should  be  committed  ; 
so  that  the  only  effect  of  that  case  is  to  shew  that  in  fur- 
therance of  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  words, 
which  taken  in  their  ordinary  grammatical  sense  are  joint 
and  apply  to  two  classes  of  property,  may  be  construed 
distributively ;  not  that  they  must  be  so  construed.    The 
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next  case  relied  upon  was  Sitnpson  v.  Hornsby{a).  In  that  i8^. 
case  the  testator  had  a  wife,  and  two  daughters,  his  heirs  at 
law,  and  he  devised  his  estates  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  then  ' '"•^r 
to  one  of  bis  daughters  after  the  death  of  his  wife.  Now  R'nostead. 
a  devise  to  an  heir  at  law  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  gives 
the  wife  a  life  estate  by  necessary  implication,  because  the 
intent  is  plain  that  the  heir  shall  not  take  till  after  the  death 
of  the  wife  (6).  The  case  of  Hutton  v.  Simpson,  vls  reported 
by  Vernon  (c),  is  cited  in  Vtnet's  Abridgment  (d)  as  an  au- 
thority to  shew,  that  a  devise  to  one  of  two  daughters, 
being  heirs  at  law,  after  the  death  of  the  devisor's  wife, 
gives  an  estate  for  life  to  the  wife  by  implication,  though 
no  mention  is  made  of  the  other  daughter  and  heir.  But 
in  that  respect  VemOn*s  report  is  at  variance  with  that  in 
the  Ckancety  Precedents  (e),  and  also  with  the  account  in 
the  Register  Book,  which  I  have  examined.  According 
to  the  latter,  the  case  was  this : — Thomas  Addison,  the  tes- 
tator, had  a  wife,  Frances,  and  two  daughters,  Bridget  and 
Jane,  He  devised  to  Frances  Addison,  for  her  life»  as  a 
joiuture,  all  his  messuages,  houses,  lands,  tenements  and 
rents  in  Turpentine,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  (the 
house  called  James  House,  and  the  lands  devised  to  bny 
bread  weekly  for  the  poor  of  the  parish  only  excepted,) 
and  bequeathed  to  her  specific  articles  of  furniture,  &c.,  all 
which  he  bequeathed  to  her,  and  were  thereby  intended  and 
declared  to  be  in  full  of  her  jointure,  and  in  lieu  of  her 
dower,  or  thirds,  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  or  by  any 
local  custom ;  and  after  the  death  of  his  said  wife,  devised 
alibis  houses,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  fines, 
heriots,  boons,  duties,  and  services,  in  Turpentine  afore- 
said, (except   as  before   excepted,)   and    all    his  houses, 

(a)  Prec.  in  Chan.  439,  452.  for  life  in  it  by  implication,  be- 

(b)  *  If  a  husband  devise  the  cause  no  other  person  could  then 
goods  in  his  house  to  his  wife,  and  have  it,  the  son  and  heir  being  ex- 
that  after  her  decease  his  son  shall  eluded,  who  was  to  have  nothing 
have  them,  and  his  house ;  though  till  after  her  decease.  1  Vent.  298. 
the  house  be  not  devised  to  the  (c)  2  Vem.  793. 

wife  by  express  words,  yet  it  has  (d)  8  Vin.  Abr.  355,  pi.  39. 

been  held,  that  she  has  an  estate  (f)  Prec,  in  Chan.  439,  452. 
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messuages,    lands    and    tenements    in    Whhebaveni    his 
.^jJIJI^^J^^     tenements  in  Bigg    Croft,  and  all  other  his  real   estate 
v.  whatsoever,  not  before  devised,  unto  his  daughter  Bridget 

Addison,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  to  be  begotten ;  and,  for 
want  of  such  issue,  to  the  said  Jane,  his  daughter,  for  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease  to  the  first,  second,  third,  &c.,  sons 
of  his  daughter  Jane,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  sod 
and  sons  successively ;  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the 
daughter  and  daughters  of  the  said  Jane,  the  wife  of  Simpson, 
and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  daughter  and  daughters,  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and,  for  want 
of  such  issue,  to  the  said  Thomas  Addison^s  right  heirs  for 
ever;  and  he  made  the  said  Bridget  Addison,  his  daughter, 
sole  executrix,  and  the  defendants  Gilpin,  Blacklock,  Coates, 
and  Senhouse,  overseers  of  his  will.  Bridget  married  Hutton, 
and  had  issue  Addison  Hutton,  and  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetime.     Jane   married   Simpson.      After   the    testator's 
death,  Simpson  and  his  wife  filed  a  bill  against  Frances  the 
widow,  and  the  overseers  of  the  will,  charging,  that  Frances, 
pretended  she  was  entitled  not  only  to  the  lands  in  Tur- 
pentine, but  to  all  the  testator's  other  lands  for  life,  and  that 
she  possessed  the  title  deeds  of  his  real  estate,  and  refused 
to  discover  the  same;   and  pretended  also,  that  after  her 
death  Addison  Hutton  would  take  as  heir  of  Bridget*8  body; 
and  prayed,  inter  alia,  an  account  of  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate.     Frances  put  in  her  answer,  but  died  before  the 
hearing ;  and  the  suit  was  revived  against  her  executors. 
Richard  Hutton  and  Addison,  his   son,  also  filed  a  bill 
against  Frances  Addison  and  the  overseers  of  the  testator's 
will,  and  prayed  that  Richard  Hutton  might  have  the  ma- 
nagement of  the  lands  given  to  Bridget  and  the  heirs  of  her 
body.     This  bill  was  also  revived  on  the  death  of  Frances. 
On  the  hearing  of  both  causes.  Lord  Chancellor  Cowper 
was  of  opinion  that  Frances  took  nothing  by  implication,  and 
that  she  was  entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  those  lands  only 
which  were  expressly  devised  to  her ;  that  Bridget,  had  she 
survived  the  testator,  would  have  taken  the  other  lands  im- 
mediately upon  the  testator's   death,  and  that  she  was  to 
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wait  for  the  death  of  Frances  for  those  lands  only  which 
were  given  to  Frances  for  life ;  and  that  as  Bridget 
died  in  the  testator^s  lifetime*  Jane  became  entitled  to  the 
lands  not  expressly  devised  to  Frances,  immediately  upon 
the  testator's  death*  and  might  have  entered  thereon ;  but 
as  she  had  not  entered*  he  refused  an  account  against  the 
personal  estate  of  Frances,  and  dismissed  the  first  bill ;  and 
as  Jane  had  profited  so  much  by  an  unforeseen  accident, 
the  Lord  Chancellor  left  Jane  to  her  remedy  at  law  against 
the  HuUons,  for  an  account  of  rents*  and  retained  Hutton's 
bill*  that  he  might*  if  he  thought  fit*  try  the  title  at  law;  and 
if  he  did  not,  the  deeds  were  to  be  delivered  to  Jane :  but 
the  Lord  Chancellor  stated  that  the  present  title  to  the 
estate  was  merely  a  question  of  law*  and  that  there  was  no 
impedimeat  to  try  it  at  law.  The  only  question  was*  not 
whether  the  estates  had  come  into  the  possession  of  Jane, 
but  whether  there  ought  to  be  an  account  of  the  rents  and 
profits.  In  the  first  case  the  Lord  Chancellor  thought  that, 
Simpson  not  having  entered,  he  and  his  wife  were  not  en- 
titled to  an  account ;  and  he  dismissed  the  bill  on  that 
ground.  The  question*  therefore,  whether  Jane  was  en- 
titled to  the  actual  possession  upon  the  death  of  Frances, 
the  tenant  for  life*  could  not  arise ;  and  there  could  be  no 
appeal  against  the  decree  upon  the  ground  of  any  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  as  to  the  period  of  time 
when  the  property  vested.  In  the  other  case  the  bill  was 
dismissed  as  to  the  rents  and  profits*  because  as  Jane  had 
profited  so  much  by  an  accident  unforeseen  to  the  testator* 
it  was  diought  that  she  might  properly  be  left  to  recover 
them  at  law.  Neither  of  those  cases,  therefore,  necessllrily 
involved  the  question*  whether  the  devisee  took  an  estate 
immediate  upon  the  death  of  the  testator.  It  was  contended 
that  the  son  of  Bridget  was  entitled  to  the  estate  at  the 
death  of  his  mother;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  words  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  as  used  in  the  will,  were 
used  only  as  words  of  limitation  of  the  estate  devised*  and 
not  as  words  of  purchase  or  description  of  the  person  in- 
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1899.        tended  to  take,  and  therefore,  that  Addison  Button  could 
JT^'C'^      not,  by  virtue  of  those  words,  take  by  purchase  or  imtne-* 
V.  diate  devise  ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  estate  devised  to 

RiNGSTEAD.    pj^jgg^  a„d  ^he  heirs  of  her  body  vested  immediately  on 
the  death  of  the  testator  {Bridget  being  previously  dead)  in 
Jane.    A  question  was  made  whether  Jane  was  so  entitled, 
and  it  was  contended  that  she  was  not  entitled  until  after 
the  death  of  Frances,  the  widow,  because  Frances  took  an 
estate  for  life  by  implication   in  the  whole.    The  Lord 
Chancellor  thought  that  Frances  took  no  estate  by  implica- 
tion in  the  lands  not  expressly  devised  to  her,  and  that 
Bridget  took  a  remainder  in  those  lands  only  which  were 
expressly  devised  to  Frances:  the  other  lands  being  cUarfy 
intended  to  pass  by  the  will  immediately  to  Bridget,  if  Bridget 
survived  the  testator.     It  is  evident  from  this  statement  of 
that  case,  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  pf  opinion  that  the 
widow  took  no  estate  by  implication  in  the  lands  not  ex- 
pressly  devised  to  her,  but  that  those  lands  were  intended  to 
pass  by  the  will  immediately  to  Bridget;  and  that  iu  order 
to  give  effect  to  that  intention,  he  construed  the  words  of 
the  devise  distributively,  reading  the  devise  as  if  the  testator 
had  given  specific  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
death  to  Bridget ;  and  as  if  he  had  given  his  other  laads  im^ 
mediately  to  Bridget,  without  any  qualification  or  contin- 
gency ;  and  his  ground  for  distributing  the  words  was,  that 
there  was  a  necessity  for  so  doing,  in  order  to  effect  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  will, 
that  those  lands  should  pass  immediately  to  Bridgets    The 
same  observation  applies  to  the  remaining  case  of  Doe  v. 
Brazier  (a).    There  the  testator  bequeathed  the  rents  of  a 
dwelling-house  situate  in  New  Brentford  to  Charles  Bra-- 
zier  for  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  he  bequeathed  the 
same  rents,  together  with  the  rents  of  all  his  other  messuages 
and  lands,  to  his  three  nephews  and  niece,  for  their  lives 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor,  share  and  share  alike;  and  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  he  devised  all  his  mes- 
suages and  lands  to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and 

(a)  5  B.  &  A.  64. 
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pay  over  the  produce  of  such  sale  unto  such  of  the  children 

of  his  nephews  and  niece  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of    The  King 

the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them ;  and  then  devised  all    .»     ^' 

.  .  '  RiNOSTEAD. 

the  residue  of  his  estate  to  Charles  Brazier,  to  hold  to  him, 
his  heifs  and  assigns  for  ever.  It  was  held,  that  on  the  death 
of  the  testator,  the  nephews  and  niece  took  an  immediate 
estate  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  in  the  rents 
of  all  the  houses  and  lands,  except  the  house  specifically 
beqaeathed  to  Charles  Brazier  for  his  life.  The  ground  of 
that  decision  was,  that  it  was  apparent,  on  the  face  of  the 
will,  that  although  the  testator  intended  to  give  Charles  Bra- 
iiVralife  estate  in  one  house  only,  he  yet  intended  to  dispose 
of  his  property  in  the  other  houses,  which  latter  intention 
could  only  be  effected  by  giving  to  the  nephews  and  niece 
an  immediate  interest  in  the  other  houses ;  and  therefore  the 
Court,  in  order  to  effect  the  manifest  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator, were  compelled  to  give  to  the  words  a  construction 
different  from  that  which  belonged  to  them  in  their  ordinary 
grammatical  sense.  In  the  present  case  there  is  nothing  in 
the  will  to  shew  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  his  grand- 
cbSdren  upon  his  death  an  immediate  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty devised,  or  that  he  meant  to  disinherit  his  heir  at 
law ;  and  that  being  the  case,  we  must  construe  the  words 
of  the  win  in  their  ordinary  grammatical  sense.  Upon  this 
principle  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  pauper  did  not  take  an 
immediate  estate  under  the  will  of  his  grandfather;  that  he 
is  entitled  to  no  estate  whatever  nntil  the  tenant  for  life  dies; 
and  therefore,  that,  as  he  had  no  present  interest  at  the  time 
when  he  resided  at  Ringstead,  which,  in  order  to  acquire  a 
0ettlement,  it  is  clear  from  Rex  v.  Eatington  {a) )  and  other 
aatfaorities,  he  must  have,  he  gained  no  settlement  by  his 
residence  in  that  parish.  The  removal  to  Ringstead,  there- 
fore, was  wrong,  and  the  order  of  sessions  confirming  it 
most  be  quashed. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed  (ft). 

(fl)  4  T.  R,  177;  ante^  68,(6).        Jac.  75;  Butler's  note  to  Feame 
(6)  Fide  Morten  v.  Morton,  Cro.      C.  R.  Introduction. 
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Ownen* 


Tbe  Company 
of  Proprietors 
of  the  Mersey 
and  Irwell  Na- 
Tigation. 


Occapien' 

Nanes. 


Ditto. 


Description  of 
Piopcrtj* 


For  land  taken 
and  used  for  the 
Mersey  and  Ir- 
well navigation, 
towing  paths, 
locks  and  tonnage 
arising  therefrom. 


Annual 
Value. 


£990d7t.6d. 


Rate  in  the 
Pound. 


£4548s.7i<<. 


1829. 

The  King  t^.  The  Mersey  and  Irwell  Navigation 
Company. 

Certain  per-  THE  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
au"tho"ri5  o^^^^^^  township  of  Barton-upon-Irwell,  iu  the  county  palatine  of 
actofparlia-  Lancaster,  by  an  assessment  duly  made  and  allowed,  as- 
navi^blc,        sessed  the  company  of  proprietors  of  the  Mersey  and  Irwell 

dear,  cleanse,  Navigation  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  township  in 

scour,  open,  °        . 

enlarge  and       the  following  form  : — 

straighten,  a 

river,  dig  and 

cut  banks, 

erect  weirs, 

locks  and 

dams,  make 

new  cuts 

and  trenches 

through  lands 

adjoining, 

which  they 

purchase,  and 

make  towing 

paths  over  land      This  rate  was  appealed  against  at  the  sessions  for  the 

^  and  partly  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  held  by  adjournment  at  SaU 

rented  by         ford  in  the  said  county,  on  the  ISth  day  of  July,  1827, 

them -.--Held,  ,    ,        ,  ^ 

tliat  thev  are     when,  on  the  ground  that  the  amount  of  tonnage  was  over-* 

occu'pbre  of"  valued,  the  rate  was  amended  by  reducing  the  above  sum  of 

the  nver  or  of  2908/.  75. 6d.  to  2600/.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

for  the  pur-***  of  King's  Bench  on  the  following  case ; — 

poses  of  the  By  an  act  of  parliament,  passed  in  the  seventh  year  of  the 

that  they  are  reign  of  King  George  I.,  entitled,  *^  An  Act  for  making  the 

ratable  for  the  yjvers  Mersey  and  Irwell  navigable  from  Manchester  to 

new  cats  and        .  .  •'  ®. 

trenches,  and    Liverpool,  m  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,"  certain 

locks  and**"'    persons  therein  nomuiated  as  undertakers,  their  heirs  and 

dams,  erected  assigns.  Were  authorised  and  empowered,  at  their  proper 

land.  costs  and  charges,  to  make  the  said  rivers  Mersey  and 

Jrwell  navigable,  portable  and  passable,  for  boats,  barges, 

•     lighters  and  other  vessels,  from  Liverpool  to  a  place  called 

Hunt's  Bank,   in   Manchester,  and  from  time  to  time   to 

continue,  maintain,  support  and   use  such  navigation  by 

themselves  or  others,  in  such  manner  in,  by,  through  and 
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opoD  the  said  rivers^  as  they  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs 
or  assigns,  should  thbk  fit,  and  for  those  purposes  to  clear ^ 
Kour,  open  and  enlarge,  or  straighten  the  said  rivers  Mer- 
sey and  Irwell,  and  to  dig  or  cut  the  banks  of  the  said  rivers   ^^^^^ey  and 

X  R^nT  ELL  . 

Mersey  and  Irwell,  and  to  make  any  new  cuts,  trenches  or  Navigation. 
passages  for  water,  in,  upon  and  through  the  lands  and 
grounds  euifoining  or  near  unto  the  said  rivers  Mersey  and 
Irwell,  or  either  of  them,  as  should  be  necessary  and  proper 
for  the  navigation  and  passage  of  boats,  barges,  lighters 
or  other  vessels,  and  any  ways  necessary  for  the  more  con- 
venient, easy  and  better  carrying  on  and  effecting  the  said 
undertaking,  be  it  the  soil  or  ground  of  the  king's  most  ex- 
cellent majesty,  his  heirs  or  successors,  or  of  any  other  per- 
son or  persons,  bodies  politic  or  corporate  whatever,  and  if 
necessity  required  to  cut,  remove  and  take  away  all  trees, 
roots  of  trees,  gravel  beds  or  any  other  impediments  what- 
soever which  might  any  ways  hinder  navigation  either  in 
sailing,  haling,  towing  or  drawing  boats,. barges,  lighters 
and  other  vessels,  with  men  or  horses  or  otherwise  upon 
the  said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell,  or  upon  any  new  cuts, 
trenches  or  passages  so  from  time  to  time  to  be  made,  and 
to  lay  the  same  on  any  lands  thereto  adjoining,  and  to  build, 
erect,  set  up  and  make,  in,  over  or  on  the  said  rivers  or 
landa  adjoining  or  near  to  the  same,  or  to  the  said  new 
cuts,  trenches  or  passages  so  to  be  made,  or  any  of  them, 
such  and  so  many  bridges,  sluices,  locks,  weirs,  pens  for 
water,  stakes,  dams  and  other  works  as  should  be  necessary 
and  convenient,  where  they,  the  said  undertakers,  their 
heirs  or  assigns,  should  think  fit,  and  from  time  to  time 
when  and  so  often  as  should  be  proper  and  convenient  to 
alter,  repair,  increase,  enlarge  and  amend  the  same,  and  to 
make^  have  and  use  necessary  ways,  passages  and  other 
conveniences  for  the  carrying  and  conveying  of  any  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandizes  or  other  things  in,  upon,  to  or 
from  tiie  said  rivers,  passages,  trenches  or  cnts,  and  for  car* 
rying  and  conveying  of  any  goods,  wares,  merchandizes  or 
other  things,  in,  upon,  to  or  from  the  said  rivers,  passages. 
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18S9.        .trenches  or  cuts,  and  for  carrying  and  conveying  of  all  i 

The  KiKc     ^^^  ^^  materials  for  perfecting,  com|iletingi  and  finiahiiq^ 

V.  the  said  works  and  navigation,  and  for  ritering,  repuring 

lawELL*^     and  amending  the  same,  and  to  lay  and  woric  the  said  m^- 

Navioatiok.  terials  on  the  ground  near  to  the  place  or  places  where  the 
said  works,  or  any  of  them,  was,  were  or  should  be  nuule, 
erected  or  done,  and  to  amend,  heighten  or  alter  any  bridge, 
or  to  tuni  or  alter  any  highways,  in,  upon  or  near  unto  the 
said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell,  cuts,  trenches  or  passages 
aforesaid,  and  to  pull  down,  alter  or  demolish  a&y  mill,  weir 
or  other  obstruction  in,  upon  or  contiguous  to  the  said 
rivers,  cuts  or  passages,  which  might  obstruct  or  binder  the 
navigation  or  passage  thereon,  and  to  appoint,  ^et  out  and 
make  towing  paths,  banks  and  ways  for  towing,  halmg  or 
drawing  of  boats,  barges,  lighters  and  other  vessels  passing 
in,  through  and  upon  the  said  rivers,  or  the  cuts,  trenches, 
or  passages  to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  and 
from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  to  do  all  other 
matters  or  things  necessary  or  convenient  for  making,  main* 
taining,  continuing  and  perfecting  the  navigable  passages  of 
the  said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell  as  aforesaid,  or  for  the 
improvement  or  prosecution  thereof,  the  said  undertakers, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  doing  as  little  damage  as  might  be« 
And  first  pvttig  satisfaction  to  thi  respective  owners  orpw^ 
prietors  of  such  millSf  weirSf  latuk,  tenemente  or  heredsiO" 
ments  as  should  be  pulled  down,  demolished^  altered^  dug  up^ 
cut,  removed,  or  otherwise  made  use  of,  or  that  in  an^  WHse 
should  be  prejudiced  or  damaged  by  or  for  carrying  on, 
effecting,  preserving,  continuing   or  maintaining  the  said 
navigation,  and  also  giving  satisfaction  for  all  damage  that 
should  be  done  to  the  grounds  near  to  the  place  or  places 
where  the  said  works,  or  any  of  them,  was,  were  or  should 
be  made,  erected  or  done,  by  carrying,  laying  or  working  any 
materials  thereon,  according  ta  the  intent  and  meaning  of 
that  act,  as  was  thereafter  in  and  by  that  act  directed  and 
appointed. 
.    And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  for  and  in  con* 
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sideration  of  the  great  charges  and  expenses  the  said  under-         1899. 
tadLers,  their  heirs  or  assigns  should  be  at.  not  only  in  mak*     ^^^T^^T^^ 
mg  the  said  nvers  Mersey  and  Irwell  navigable  as  aforesaid,  v. 

but  also  in  making,  erecting,  repairing,  cleansing,  maintaining,  j^^Ji^^" 
keeping  up  and  continuing  the  weirs,  works,  locks,  dams,  NAvioATioif. 
sluices,  bridges  and  other  matters  necessary  to  be  made 
and  erected  as  aforesaid,  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to 
and  for  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  and  no 
others,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  to  ask, 
demand,  receive,  recover  and  take  to  and  for  their  oton 
proper  use  and  behoof,  in  respect  of  the  charges  and  ex- 
penses aforesaid,  for  all  and  every  such  coal,  cannel,  stone, 
timber,  and  other  goods,  wares,  merchandizes  and  other 
commodities  whatsoever,  as  should  be  carried  or  conveyed 
io  any  boat,  barge,  lighter  or  other  vessel,  in,  upon,  to  or 
firom  any  part  of  the  said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell,  between 
Bank  Key  and  the  said  place  called  Hunt's  Bank  in  Man* 
Chester  aforesaid,  such  rate  and  duty,  rates  and  duties,  for 
tonnage  over  and  besides  what  should  or  might  be  paid  for 
freight  or  carriage  of  the  said  goods,  as  the  said  undertakers, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  should  think  fit,  not  exceeding  3s.  4d» 
§or  eveiy  ton  of  such  coal,  cannel,  stone,  slate,  timber,  or 
other  gocxb,  wares,  merchandizes  and  commodities,  and  so 
proportionsibly  for  every  quarter,  or  less  quantity  or  weight, 
the  saoie  rate  and  duty,  rates  and  duties,  to  be  paid  at  such 
place  or  places  near  to  the  said  river,  and  in  such  manner 
as  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  should  think 
fit. 

And  after  reciting  that  it  would  be  necessary  in  some 
places  Io  hale  and  tow  up  and  draw  up  the  said  rivers  the 
said  boats,  barges,  lighters  and  other  vessels,  by  the 
strength  of  .men,  horses,  engines  and  other  means  in  that 
l>ehalf  convenient,  it  was  therefore  thereby  further  enacted, 
that  it  idiould  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  un- 
dertakers, their  heirs  and  assigns,  their  agents  and  workmen, 
servants,  helpers  and  assistants,  to  set  up  and  for  them, 
and  the  boatmen,  bargemen  and  watermen  parsing  or  navi- 
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1839.        .trenches  or  cuts,  and  for  ctrrymg  and  conveying  of  all 
r^^^^^^     ^^^  of  materials  for  perfectingy  com|ileting,  and  finiahing 

V.  the  said  works  and  navigation,  and  for  ritering,  repairing 

Irwell*^     and  amending  the  same,  and  to  lay  and  work  the  said  m*- 
Navigation,  terials  on  the  ground  near  to  the  place  or  places  whera  the 
said  works,  or  any  of  them,  was,  were  or  should  be  made, 
erected  or  done,  and  to  amend,  heighten  or  alter  any  bridge, 
or  to  turn  or  alter  any  highways,  in,  upon  or  near  unto  the 
said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell,  cuts,  trenches  or  passages 
aforesaid,  and  to  pull  down,  alter  or  demolish  any  mill,  weir 
or  other  obstruction  in,  upon  or  contiguous  to  the  said 
rivers,  cuts  or  passages,  which  might  obstruct  or  binder  the 
navigation  or  passage  thereon,  and  to  appoint,  set  out  and 
make  towing  paths,  banks  and  ways  for  towii^,  haling  or 
drawing  of  boats,  barges,  lighters  and  other  vessels  paasii^ 
in,  through  and  upon  the  said  rivers,  or  the  cuts,  trenches, 
or  passages  to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  and 
from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  to  do  all  other 
matters  or  things  necessary  or  convenient  for  making,  main- 
taining, continuing  and  perfecting  the  navigable  passages  of 
the  said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell  as  aforesaid,  or  for  the 
improvement  or  prosecution  thereof,  the  said  undertakers, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  doing  as  little  damage  as  might  be« 
And  first  givitig  satisfaction  to  the  r^qactivc  owners  orft^ 
prietors  of  such  mills,  tvetrs,  iands,  tenements  or  herediia^ 
ments  as  should  be  pulled  down,  demolished,  altered,  dug  up, 
cut,  removed,  or  otherwise  fnade  use  of,  or  that  in  an^  wnse 
should  be  prejudiced  or  damaged  by  or  for  carrying  on, 
effecting,  preserY,ing,  continuing   or  maintaining  the  said 
navigation,  and  also  giving  satisfaction  for  all  damage  that 
should  be  done  to  the  grounds  near  to  the  place  or  places 
where  the  said  works,  or  any  of  them,  was,  were  or  should 
be  made,  erected  or  done,  by  carrying,  laying  or  working  any 

^  materials  thereon,  according  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of 

that  act,  as  was  thereafter  m  and  by  tliat  act  directed  and 
appointed. 
.    And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  for  and  in  con* 
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sidermtion  of  the  great  charges  and  expenses  the  said  under-         1829. 
takers,  their  heirs  or  assigns  should  be  at,  not  only  in  mak*     r^^T^C^. 
iag  die  said  rivers  Mersej  and  Ir^'ell  navigable  as  aforesaid,  v. 

but  also  in  making,  erecting,  repairing,  cleansing,  maintaining,  xrwell" 
keeping  up  and  continuing  the  weirs,  works,  locks,  dams.  Navigation. 
sluices,  bridges  and  other  matters  necessary  to  be  made 
and  erected  as  aforesaid,  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to 
and  for  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  and  no 
others,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  to  ask, 
demand,  receive,  recover  and  take  to  and  for  their  cum 
proper  use  and  behoofs  in  respect  of  the  charges  and  ex- 
penses aforesaid,  for  all  and  every  such  coal,  cannel,  stone, 
timber,  and  other  goods,  wares,  merchandizes  and  other 
commodities  whatsoever,  as  should  be  carried  or  conveyed 
in  amy  boat,  barge,  lighter  or  other  vessel,  in,  upon,  to  or 
from  any  part  of  the  said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell,  between 
Bank  Key  and  the  said  place  called  Hunt's  Bank  in  Man^ 
Chester  aforesaid,  such  rate  and  duty,  rates  and  duties,  for 
tonnage  over  and  besides  what  should  or  might  be  paid  for 
freight  or  carriage  of  the  said  goods,  as  the  said  undertakers, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  should  think  fit,  not  exceeding  3s.  4d. 
for  eveiy  ton  of  such  coal,  cannel,  stone,  slate,  timber,  or 
other  goods,  wares,  merchandizes  and  commodities,  and  so 
proportionably  for  every  quarter,  or  less  quantity  or  weight, 
die  saose  rate  and  duty,  rates  and  duties,  to  be  paid  at  such 
place  or  pkces  near  to  the  said  river,  and  in  such  manner 
aa  the  raid  undertakers,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  should  think 
fit. 

And  after  reciting  that  it  would  be  necessary  m  some 
places  to  hale  and  tow  up  and  draw  up  the  said  rivers  the 
said  boats,  barges,  lighters  and  otlier  vessels,  by  the 
strength  of  men,  horses,  engines  and  other  means  in  that 
behalf  convenient,  it  was  therefore  thereby  further  enacted, 
that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  un- 
dertakers, their  heirs  and  assigns,  their  agents  and  workmen, 
servants,  helpers  and  assistants,  to  set  up  and  for  them, 
and  the  boatmen,  bargemen  and  watermen  passing  or  navi- 
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gating  in  or  upon  the  said  rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell,  or  in  or 
^j^JJ^^J^^      upon  any  cuts,  streams  or  passages  that  should  be  made 
V.  use  of  as  aforesaid,  winches  and  other  engines,  in  conve* 

Irwell      ^^^^^  places,  and  by  and  with  the  same,  by  strength  of  men. 
Navigation,  horses  or  beasts,  going  upon  the  said  banks  or  lands  near 
to  the  said  rivers,  streams,  cuts  or  passages,  in  convenient 
manner,  without  the  least  hinderance,  trouble,  or  interruption 
of  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  to  draw,  tow  or  hale, 
up  or  down  the  said  rivers,  the  said  barges,  boats  or  other 
vessels.    And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  the  said 
undertakers,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  should,  (where  wanting,) 
at  their  own  costs  and  charges,  make^  set  up  and  from  time 
to  time  maintain  convenient  gates  and  bridges,  passages 
and  stiles,  in  all  the  hedges  and  fences  in  the  towing  paths 
and  ways  to  be  set  out  as  aforesaid,  and  over  the  new  cuts, 
trenches  and  passages  for  water  so  to  be  made,  where  ne^* 
cessary  for  the  occupiers  of  lands,  tenements  and  heredita- 
ments thereunto  adjoining  to  come  at  their  lands  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  same,  iu  such  manner  as  the  said 
commissioners,  or  any  seven  or  more  of  them,  should  from 
time  to  time  order  and  direct,  and  should  not  remove  any 
bed  of  sand,  or  gravel  pits,  or  other  things  for  preserving  of 
fords,  nor  in  any  sort  hurt,  obstruct  or  destroy  any  bridges, 
highways,  common,  public  or  private,  usual  fords  or  pas- 
sages over  the  said  rivers,  or  either  of  them,  until  aucb 
time  as  they  should  first,  at  their  own  costs  and  charges, 
have  made  up  and  perfected  such  other  conveniences  for 
passing  of  the  same,  at  or  near  the  same  places  as  should 
be  as  convenient  to  pass  over  the  said  rivers,  or  either  of 
them,  as  the  said  commissioners,  or  any  seven  or  more  of 
them  should  adjudge  proper,  notice  being  first  given  to  all 
the  acting  commissioners  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  meet- 
ing to  adjudge  and  determine  of  such  conveniences  to  be 
made  as  aforesaid,  at  least  twenty  days  before  such  meeting, 
and  all  such  conveniences  so  to  be  made  should  from  time 
to  time  be  maintained  in  good  and  sufficient  repair  by  the 
«aid  undertakers,  their  heirs  or  assigns. 
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And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  if  the  said  un-        ^^^^ 
.  .  .  1829. 

datakers^  their  heirs  or  assigns,  should,  in  pursuance  of  the      v^v^^/ 

powers  given  by  the  said  act,  raise  the  water  in  the  said    Th®  ^'^^ 
rivers  Mersey  and  Irwell  above  its  ancient  or  usual  height,  Merset  and 
whereby  the  adjacent  lands  might  be  more  liable  to  be  ^  ^^^^^^ 
overflowed  or  damaged  than  they  had  formerly  been,  that 
then  they,  the  said  undertakers,  their   heirs   or  assigns, 
should,  at  their  own  proper  costs  and  charges,  from  time  to 
time  cause  the  banks  of  the  said  rivers,  and  of  a)l  such 
streams,  trenches  or  brooks  as  come  into  the  said  rivers,  or 
either  of  them,  to  be  proportionably  raised,  heightened  and 
strengthened  in  all  parts  where  need  should  require,  so  as 
the  new  banks  should  be  able  and  suflicient  to  contain  the 
water  at  such  its  raised  height,  and  also  should,  from  time 
to  time,  maintain  and  repair  the  said  banks  as  often  as  occa- 
sion should  require ;  and  if  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs 
or  assigns,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  aforesaid,  should 
make  any  new  cuts,  trenches  or  passages  for  water,  by 
reason  whereof,  or  by  means  of  the  navigation  to  be  made 
and  effected  as  aforesaid,  any  person  or  persons  should  not 
have  convenient  ingress  or  egress  into  or  out  of  his,  her  or 
their  respective  lands,  tenements  or  other  hereditaments,  or 
any  part  thereof,  as  he,  she^  or  they  before  that  time  had, 
or  as  occassion  should  require,  that  then  and  in  such  case 
the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs  and  assigns  should,  at  their 
own  proper  costs  and  charges,  make,  erect  and  from  time 
to  time  maintain,  such  suflBcient  bridge  or  bridges,  or  other 
sufficient  passages  over  and  near  unto  every  such  new  cut, 
passage   or  trench,  as  by  the  said  commissioners,  or  any 
seven    or  more    of   them,  should  be  directed.    And    it 
was  thereby  further  enacted,  that  the  said  rivers  Mersey 
and  Irwell  were,  and    for    ever    thereafter    should    be, 
esteemed  and  taken  to  be  navigable  from  Liverpool  afore- 
said to  the  said  place  called  Hunt's  Bank  in  Manchester 
aforesaid,  and  that  all  the  king's  liege  people  whatsoever, 
with  their  goods  and  merchandizes,  might  have  and  lawfully 
enjoy  their  free  passage  in,  along,  through  and  upon  the 


do  CASES  IN  THE  KIN6*8  BEXCH, 

1829.        ^<i  rivers  Mersey  and  Irweli,  or  any  part  thereof  between 

^^^>^^^       Liverpool  aforesaid  and  the  said  place  called  Hunt's  Bank 

^/^^     in  Manchester  aforesaid,  with  boats,  barges,  lighters  and 

Mersey  and    other  vessels,  and  also  all  necessary  and  convenient  liberties 

Navigatjof.  ^^^  navigating  the  same  without  any  let,  hinderance  or  ob^ 

struction  from  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  paying 

such  rate  and  duty,  rates  and   duties,  as  were  by  that  act 

appointed  to  be  paid  to  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs  or 

assigns.    And  after  reciting  that  the  said  river  Mersey  had 

been  theretofore  and  then  was  navigable  from  Liverpool 

to  Bank  Key,  it  was  further  enacted  that  all  goods  and 

merchandizes  (as  theretofore  the  same  had  been)  should  be 

and  remain  free  and  exempted  from  paying  any  toll,  duty 

or  tonnage  to  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs  or  assigns, 

between  Liverpool  and  Bank  Key  aforesaid. 

By  another  act  of  parliament,  passed  in  the  4tb  year  of  the 
reign  of  King  Geo.  3,  entitled  "  An  Act  for  altering  an  Act 
passed  in  the  7th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  Geo.  1,  entitled  An  Act  for  making  the  rivers 
Mersey  and  Irweli  navigable  from  Liverpool  to  Manchester, 
in  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  by  incorporating  the 
proprietors  of  the  said  navigation  and  to  declare  their  re- 
spective shares  therein  to  be  personal  estate,"  the  then 
proprietors  and  undertakers  were  incorporated  by  the  name 
of  **  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Mersey  and  Irweli 
Navigation,''  and  invested  with  the  same  powers  as  were 
given  by  the  former  act. 

The  said  appellants,  and  the  undertakers  from  whom 
they  derive  their  title,  have  at  very  heavy  costs  and  charges, 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  granted  to  them  by  the  said 
act|  made  and  maintained  and  still  do  maintain  and  continue 
navigable  the  said  rivers  from  Liverpool  to  Manchester. 
They  have  made  (and  kept  in  order,  by  repairing  with  gravel 
and  sand)  towing-paths  by  the  side  of  the  whole  line  of 
navigation,  by  cutting  away  the  brows,  levelling  the  lands, 
and  erecting  bridges  over  brooks  and  ditches  crossing  the 
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towiog-paUis.    Tbey  pay  r^nl  for  the  towing-paths  along        1829. 

some  parts  of  the  line ;  wherever  they  have  not  bought  land     ..^^^^^'^^ 
^        ,  .  /       rw^t  '  t        The  Kino 

they  pay  rent  for  the  towing-paths.     The   towing-paths  «. 

are  not  fenced  off  from  the  adjoining  lands  except  in  a  few  ^^^^^  ^^d 
places^  and  in  these  instances  the  fences  have  been  made  and  Navigation. 
maintained  by  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  land  and  not  by 
the  appellants*  but  gates  have  been  erected  by  the  company 
at  the  fence  between  adjoining  fields  where  the  landholders 
have  required  it  to  prevent  the  cattle  trespassing*  and  such 
gates  are  maintained  by  the  appellants.  The  banks  be-^ 
tween  the  river  and  the  towing-path  have  been  repaired 
sometimes^  by  the  appellants*  but  chiefly  by  the  landowners^ 
who  have  in  that  case  been  supplied  by  the  appellants  with 
stone  and  materials  at  a  low  price*  to  induce  them  to  make 
such  repairs.  When  the  navigation  is  impeded*  the  appel* 
lants  scour  and  dredge  the  river*  applying  the  gravel  and 
sand  so  taken  out  to  the  repairs  of  the  towing-paths*  and 
selling  the  surplus  when  they  have  more  gravel  or  sand  than 
is  qecessary  for  that  purpose.  In  several  parts  of  the  navi- 
gation the  appellants  have  made  new  navigable  cuts*  con- 
necting different  parts  of  the  river.  Three  such  cuts*  of 
the  breadth  of  eight  yards  each*  and  being  altogether  938 
yards  in  length,  have  been  made  and  now  are  used  by  the 
appellants  in  the  township  of  Barton-upon-Irwell.  The 
land  necessary  for  these  cuts  belongs  to  the  appellants  and 
was  taken  by  them  under  the  powers  of  the  act*  and  com- 
pensation made  to  the  landowners  pursuant  thereto.  The 
length  of  the  navigation  within  the  township  of  Barton- 
npon-Irwell  is  9  miles  7  furlongs.  Six  miles  and  a  half  of 
the  towing-path  is  within  the  township  of  Barton*npon- 
Irwell*  and  the  residue  thereof  is  in  another  township. 

There  are  several  rivers  and  locks  on  the  navigation  erected 
and  maintained  by  the  appellants  within  the  township  of 
Barton-upon-IrweU*  and  the  surplus  water  held  up  by  one 
of  their  weirs  is  taken  from  the  appellants  by  the  proprie- 
tors of  a  neighbouring  mill*  who  pay  an  annual  rent  to  the 
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appellants  for  it.    A  very  large  traffic  is  carried  on  along 
r^j^'^^^     the  navigation  in  flats  and  other  vessels,  belonging  in  part 
V.  to  the  appellants,  and  the  residue  to  other  persons,  who 

Irwell  employ  them  in  the  carriage  of  goods  between  Manchester 
Navigation,  g^d  Liverpool.  The  tonnage  actually  received  by  the  ap- 
pellants from  the  other  persons,  together  with  the  tonnage 
which  would  be  received  by  them  if  the  vessels  so  employed 
by  themselves  were  the  property  of  other  persons,  amounts 
to  a  large  sum,  and  the  proportion  thereof  payable  in  respect 
of  the  length  of  the  navigation  and  towing-paths  in  the 
township  of  Barton- upon-Ir well,  amounts  to  the  sum  of 
S600/.  The  appellants  contended  that  they  were  not  ratable 
at  all  for  or  in  respect  of  the  property  rated,  or  if  ratable  at 
all,  that  they  were  only  ratable  for  and  in  respect  of  the  cuts, 
and  not  in  respect  of  the  rest  of  the  navigation  and  towing- 
paths,  and  that  in  such  case  they  ought  only  to  be  rated  in  the 
proportionate  part  of  the  said  sum  of  ^6O0L,  which  should 
be  considered  payable  in  respect  of  the  length  of  the  said 
cuts,  and  further,  that  they  were  not  ratable  for  tonnage  upon 
their  own  vessels,  which  paid  no  such  duty.  But  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  held  that  the  appellants  were  liable  to 
be  rated  for  the  whole  line  of  navigation  within  the  town- 
ship of  Barton-upon-Irwell  in  respect  of  the  land  taken  and 
used  by  them  for  the  Mersey  and  Irwell  navigation,  the 
towing-paths,  weirs,  locks,  cuts  and  sluices,  but  assessed 
Jthe  annual  value  of  the  profits  at  2600/.,  and  ordered  the 
sum  to  be  reduced  accordingly.  It  is  agreed  that  the  several 
acts  of  parliaments  for  making  and  regulating  the  said  navi- 
gation shall  be  taken  as  part  of  this  case,  and  may  be 
referred  to  as  such. 

Courtney,  Starkie  and  Armstrong,  in  support  of  the  order 
of  sessions.  The  appellants  are  rated  in  respect  of  four 
things,  viz.  lands  taken  and  used,  towing-paths,  weirs,  locks 
iind  sluices,  and  the  new  cuts.  As.  to  the  new  cuts,  the 
appellants  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  any  other  caoal 
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company.    The  case  finds  that  the  land  taken  for  the  cuts        1899. 

belongs  to  them.     They  are  ratable   in  respect  of  the 

wears,  locks,  and  sluices,  Rex  v.  Macdonald{a),  Rex  v.  9. 

CardingtoH  (4).    So   for  the  towing-paths.   Rex  v.   The  ^\^^l^^^ 

Mayor  of  London  (c).    They  are  liable  for  land  taken  and   Navioation. 

used  for  navigation.     The  case  finds  that  the  appellants 

have  made  and  maintained,  and  continue   navigable,  the 

s^d  rivers  from  Liverpool  to  Manchester.    They  scour  the 

river  and  sell  the  gravel.    They  have  exclusive  possession, 

with  slight  exceptions  in  favour  of  pleasure  boats  and  boats 

with  manure.     The  appellants  cut  away  mounds.    They 

bought  land  for  some  towing-paths.    The  act  of  parliament 

makes  this  a  public  navigable  river,  and  the  appellants  will 

probably  avail  themselves  of  this  circumstance  to  contend 

that  this  is  like  a  highway.     They  will  perhaps  insist  that 

this  was  not  a  beneficial  occupation,  and  will  rely  upon  the 

clause  in  the  act  which  makes  the  navigation  a  highway. 

The  reason  why  trustees  of  turnpike  roads  are  not  rated  is^ 

that  they  are  not  beneficial  occupiers ;   it  being  provided 

by  the  general  turnpike  act  that  they  shall  not  directly  or 

indirectly  derive  any  benefit.     By  the  express  provision  of 

the  turnpike  act  ''the  trustees  are  to  lay  into  roads  the  land 

which  they  are  directed  to   purchase"  (cT).    This  is  very 

different  from  the  language  of  these  acts;  in  the  first  of 

which  the  words  are,  '*  to  and  for  their  own  proper  use  and 

behoof"  (e).      The  second  act  states  that  the  trustees  had 

done  what  they  were  to  do.     It  was  a  condition  precedent 

that  they  should  make  compensation.  They  must  therefore 

have  bought  the  land  which  constituted  the  bed  of  the  riven 

if  it  be  argued  that  they  stand  in  the  same  situation  as 

trustees,  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  this  act.    [Sir  J.  Scarlett. 

It  is  not  meant  to  be  contended  that  the  occupation  was  not 

beneficial.     The   ground  taken  by  the  appellants  is,  that 


(a)  IS  East,  S94.  (d)  S  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  86. 

(6)  Cowper,  581.  (c)  Ante,  87. 

(c)  4T.R.21. 
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1SS9;        Uiey  were  not  occupiers.]    In  Rex  v.  Matfor  of  Lotidon  (a) 
^^^^^'^^^      it  wa«  said  that  the  possession  follows  the  property.    It 
^^  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  appellants  were  in  the  actual  oc* 

MMRSKraad  cupation  inasmuch  as  they  took  the  tolls.    'Rex^.JolUfft{f>)i 
JNavigmioil  though  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  is  in  truth  an  autho- 
rity in  favour  of  the  respondents.    The  appellants  are  io 
the  same  situation  as  Sir  John  Eden  was  there%    In  Rex  v. 
Bell(jc)  the  exclusive  ude  of  a  waggon  way  was  held  to  be 
ratable.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Weaver  Navigatum(d)  was 
cited  at  the  sessions  od  account  of  a  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice 
£ay/ey,  but  there  must  be  a  mistake  in  the  report  of  that  case. 
The  Court  can  only  look  to  the  occupation.    If  that  case  is 
accurately  reported,  it  must  be  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
respondents, that  the  soil  was  vested  in  them  hj  4  Geo.  d,(e)« 
[Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  Could  it  be  contended  that  the  com- 
pany was  not  ratable  for  the  towing  paths  ?]    The  case  finds 
that  such  land  as  they  did  not  buy  they  pay  rent  for.    [Bay- 
ley ,  J.  If  they  have  only  an  easement,  the  party  who  has  the 
possession  of  the  soil  is  alone  ratable.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 
The  question  then  is,  whether  the  company  are  the  occu- 
piers of  the  river.]    They  are  also  ratable  for  the  naviga- 
tion.   The  first  statute  that  speaks  of  purchase  money) 
4Geo^3,{e)  enacts  that  the  powers  given  by   7  Geo.  I> 
a  15,  shall  be  vested  in  the  company  of  proprietors  of  the 
Mersey  and  Irwell  navigation,  and  enables  them  to  purchase 
lands  &c*    It  is  clear  that  tlie  company  had  the  power  of 
purchasing.    In  Hollis  v.  Goldfinch  (/)  the  undertakers  of 
the  navigation  had  no  power  to  purchase  lands,  nor  did  the 
act  recognise  in  them  any  right  of  soil  in  the  beds  or  banks 
of  the  rivers  intended  to  be  made  navigable^  and  for  these 
reasons  tlie  Court  held  in  that  case  that  there  was  no 
ground  for  presuming  a  purchase,  and  that  therefore  tres- 

(a)  4T.R.21.  («)  Jfife,90. 

{b)  2  T.  R.  90.  (/)  3  D.  &  B.  S16;  1  B.  &  C. 

(c)  r  T.  R.  598.  905. 

(<0  7  B.  &  C.  70. 


HILARY  TERM,  IX  ANP  X  0£0«  IV.  96 

ptss  qoare  clausum  fregit  was  not  maintainable.    So  in  the        i890. 
Duke  ofNetceastle  v.  Clarke  {a)  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
held  that  commissioners  of  sewers  bad  merely  an  authority^ 
and  not  such  a  possessing  interest  as  would  entitle  them  to 
Hiaintain  trespass.    But  in  Djfson  ▼•  CoiUck  (&)  the  con-  :NAVifiATio]r« 
tractors  for  the  completion  of  a  navigable  canal  were  held 
to  have  such  a  possession  as  would  entitle  them  to  main^ 
tain  trespass.    The  statute  of  Elizabeth  speaks  of  occupa- 
tion.   Occupation  must  be  understood  with  reference  to 
the  subject-matter.     Here  it  must  mean  the  persons  who 
bare  the  substantial,  beneficial  and  apparent  occupation. 
To  whom  could  the  overseers  look  as  occupiers  i  The  ap- 
pellants are  the  persons  deriving  profit  from  the  navigation, 
and  they  we  the  persons  who  use  the  land  so  as  to  make  it 
productive.    The  gas  pipes  at  Rochdale,  Bath,  Brighton  (c) 
and  Birmingham,  are  all  rated.      The  case  of  Rex  v^ 
JoU^e  (d)  when  examined  is  in  favor  of  the  appellants* 
In  that  case,  the  defendant  had  enjoyed  the  exclusive  right  of 
using  a  way-leave  over  land  which  he  held  in  common  with 
Mr.  Milbanke,  paying  a  certain  sum  yearly,  and  the  privilege  of 
using  a  way-Jeave  whidi  had  been  demised  to  Sir  Join  Eden* 
Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst  observes,  ^*  that  it  cannot  be  said  thaA 
the  defendant  was  an  occupier  of  any  thing,  for  ait  that 
he  haa  is  a  concurrent  right  given  him  by  Sir  Jolm  Edem 
of  making  use  of  this  way-leave  at  so  much  per  ton  for  all 
the  coals  that  he  should  carry,  which  is  nothing  more  thaa 
a  purchase  of  the  liberty  of  carrying  every  ton  of  coals*'' 
Mr.  Justice  Grose  says,  *'  in  order  to  support  this  rate  the 
defendant  must  be  rated  either  for  the  way  or  the  land  over 
which  the  way  passes ;  but  he  cannot  be  rated  for  the  latter, 
because  the  land  must  have  been  before  rated  in  the  hands 
of  the  occupier  of  that  land.    Neither  is  he  liable  to  be 
rated  for  the  former,  because  it  is  positively  stated  that  he 
never  made  the  waggon  ways,  which  he  had  the  power  of 

(a)  8  Taant.  603.  and  Coke  Company, 8  D.&  R.  306; 

(&)5B.&A.600;1D.&R.S35.      &B.&C.466. 
(c)  Rex  V.  Brighion  Gas  Ughi         (d)  3  T.  R.  90. 
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1829.        doing  under  the  leases,  but  by  the  consent  of  Sir  John  Eden 

Jl^^^^^      he  has  used  those  way-leaves  which  Sir  John  Eden  had 
Too  KiMO 

t;.  made,  and  if  any  person  could  be  rated  for  those  way-leaves 

^iS^blI"^  it  would  be  Sir  John  EdenJ*  Yet  Sir  John  Eden  clearly  had 
Navigation,  not  the  soil.  His  lordship's  only  doubt  therefore  was  whe- 
ther a  profit  was  made  of  the  use  of  tlie  soil.  InRexv,BeU{a) 
the  defendants,  who  were  grantees  of  way-leaves,  had  inclosed 
them,  thereby  excluding  all  other  persons,  which  does  not  make 
a  very  material  difference.  If  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that 
the  soil  of  the  river  is  not  vested  in  the  company,  yet  if  the 
whole  is  contributory  to  a  gross  profit,  the  whole  is  ratable. 
The  rate  must  be  entire.  It  is  next  to  impossible  to  make 
an  assessment  apportioning  the  rate  upon  the  different 
sources  of  profit.  The  cases  shew  that  where  land  is  con- 
tributory to  a  gross  profit  the  whole  must  be  rated.  It 
seems  to  have  been  considered  at  first  that  tolls  were  ratable. 
When  it  was  found  that  the  occupation  of  land  was  neces- 
saiy,  the  cases  shew  the  nature  of  the  occupation.  In  Rex 
Yk  Nicholson  (ft)  the  Court  held  that  tolls  must  be  connected 
with  something  real,  and  they  seemed  to  have  considered 
that  making  them  payable  at  their  own  wharfs  and  ware- 
houses was  sufficient.  In  Rex  v.  Macdonald(c)  the  Duke 
of  Bridgewater^s  trustees  were  held  to  be  ratable  as 
occupiers  of  a  canal  lock,  tunnel  dues  or  rates.  In  Rex  ▼. 
Ellis  (d)  the  lessee  of  the  fishery  was  held  to  be  ratable, 
and  in  Rex  ▼.  Hogg  {e)  a  house  and  engine  for  carding 
cotton,  because  held  at  an  entire  rent,  were  held  to  be 
ratable.  So  here  the  appellants  are  ratable  for  the  whole, 
it  being  one  entire  property.  Rex  v.  Bradford  (f).  [Lord 
Tenterden,  C.J.  There  the  Court  held  that  it  was  one  office.] 
But  Hollis  v.  GoldJinch{g)  does  not  shew  that  trespass  could 
not  be  maintained.  Here  they  drag  the  river,  make  the 
walls,  and  sell  the  water. 

(a)  r  T.  R.  598.  {i)  1  M.  &S.  652. 

(6)  12  East,  330.  {e)  1  T.  R.  721 ;  Cald.  266. 

(c)  12  East,  324;  and  see  1^  (/)  4  M.  &  S.  3171 

v.  Coftc,  8  D.&R.  666;  5  B.&C.  (g)  3D.&R.216;  t  B.&C.a05. 
797. 
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'  Sir  J.  Scarlett,  J.  Williams^  Coltman  and  Aghonby,  contr^*      \Jf  *^* 
The   towing-paths   perhaps    present  a  difficulty,  but  the      xheKiKO 

appellants  object  to  the  generality  of  the  rate,  which  uses    ,,     ^* 
.  J     .  „        ,     ,      ,       ,  ,  J  ..    T»  Mersey  and 

the  word  *'  tonnage    and  "  land   taken  and  used,     Kex  v.       Irwell 

R^bowe  {a) ;  Rex  v.  Cardington  (6).     It  is  impossible  to  state    Navigation. 

the  law  more  clearly  than  is  done  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in 

JZerv.  'Nicholson  {c).     Tolls  are  not,  as  tolls,  ratable  at  all. 

Tolls  in  their  nature  are  not  capable  of  occupation.     A  man 

may  have  dominion  over  water  appropriated  for  domestic 

or  manufacturing  purposes,  and  may  maintain  an  action  for 

a  disturbance,  but  he  can  have  no  occupation  of  running 

water.     A  flowing  river,  the  soil  of  which  is  not  vested  in 

the  company,  is  not  capable  of  such  occupation  by  them  as 

to  render  the  company  ratable,  notwithstanding  they  have  the 

tolls  to  their  own  use.  In  Rex  v.  Palmer  (d).  Lord  Tenterden, 

in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  that  it  is  now  fully 

established  that  tollsper^e  are  not  ratable.     The  proprietors 

of  a  navigation  are  therefore  ratable  only  as  the  occupiers  of 

the  canal,  or  land  covered  with  water,  for  their  tolls,  as  profits 

arising  out  of  that  land  so  used,  Rex  v.  Trustees  of  the  River 

IVeaver{ey     It  would  be  difficult  to  shew  that  the  soil  of 

the  ri?er  Mersey  was  vested  in  the  company.     The  soil  is, 

in  fact,  vested  in  the  Duke  of  Lancaster ;  and  the  soil  of 

Irwell  is  vested  in  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands.     The 

acts  done  by  the  company,  which  are  found  in  the  case,  are 

prima  facie  evidence  of  occupation,  but  when  explained 

they  amount  to  nothing.    So  where  a  builder  is  engaged  in 

building  a  house,  his  acts  would,  unexplained,  be  evidence  of 

a  seisin  in  fee ;  and  it  would  be  the  same  with  a  person  who 

was  employed  to  build  the  custom-house  (/).     Here  the  act 

only  gives  the  company  a  right  of  possessing  easements  over 

(«)  1  Const,  142,  pi.  177;  Cowp.  132,  Lord  Eldortf  C, is  represented 

583  ;  1  Nol.  90.  to  have  said,  **  that  possession  was 

(^)  Covirp.581;  1  Bott,  5th  ed.  not  even  primd  facie  evidence  of 

154,  pi.  188.  property  in  land.*'    This  is  proba* 

(c)    12  East,  830.  bly  the  mistake  of  the  reporter; 

(^2D.&R.793;  lB.&C.64a.  bat  the  supposed   dictum   being 

(e)  7B.&C.  70,  n.  placed  in  the  margin,  has  found 

(y)  la  Hiiem  ?.  Hiemf  18  Ves.  its  way  into  the  indexes,  &c. 

vol.,  IV.  II 
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1829.        the  soil.     No  words  in  the  act  enable  them  to  purchase 

The  Kino     ^®  *^*^  ^'  ^®  river,  though  there  are  words  enabling  them 

V.  to   purchase  other  lauds.     If  this  company  is  ratable  in 

Irwell"     respect  of  the  use  of  water  running  over  land  in  the  parish, 

Navigation,  gome  future  age  may  rate  balloons  passing  the  air  over  the 
parish,  on  the  ground  that  cujus  est  solum  ejus  est  usque  ad 
calum.  This  is  a  most  ungrateful  rate,  inasmuch  as  not 
a  country  gentleman  perhaps  would  attend  the  sessions,  the 
value  of  whose  estate  was  not  doubled  by  this  navigation. 
Where  turnpike  roads  are  made,  there  is  no  occupation  by 
the  trustees,  who  merely  receive  compensation  for  the  passage 
which  they  a£ford.  The  case  finds  that  part  of  the  rate  is  im« 
posed  in  respect  of  boats  belonging  to  the  company.  Rex 
V.  Leedsand  Liverpool  Canal  Company  (a).  Upon  the  face  of 
the  case  they  have  made  an  assessment  for  the  amount  of  ton- 
nage, upon  a  supposition  that  their  own  boats  have  belonged 
to  other  persons  and  paid  tonnage.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 
If  the  company  occupy  any  one  ratable  property  the  Court 
should  not  quash  the  rate,  but  send  it  back  to  the  sessions 
to  be  amended.]  The  Court  must  quash  the  rate.  Rex  v. 
Dursley  (i).  Rex  v.  Hogg  (c).  Rex  v.  St.  Nicholas,  Glou- 
cester (rf).  Rex  v.  Corporation  of  Balh  (e).  '^The  rate  has 
never  been  paid.  There  can  be  no  inconvenience  therefore 
from  quashing  it. 

Lord  Tenter  DEN,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
company  are  not  ratable  for  the  navigation  of  the  ancient 
river.  The  rate  being  made  upon  them  as  proprietors  of 
the  navigation,  the  order  must  be  quashed.  Of  the  new 
cuts  the  company  are  the  actual  purchasers,  so  are  the  locks. 
I  say  nothing  about  the  towing-paths,  because  it  is  sug- 
gested that  the  facts  are  incorrectly  stated.  We  ought  to 
quash  the  order  of  sessions,  and  send  back  the  case  to  the 
sessions  for  them  to  rate — if  they  can. 

Bayley,  J. — At  first  it  struck  me  that  the  company 
were  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  whole.    As  to  the  navigation 

(a)  6  T.  R.  53.  (ji)  14  East,  609. 

(6)  1  T.  R.  7«1;  Caldec.  266.  (c)  5  East,  325. 

(c)  Caldec.  862. 
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I  thick  I  was  wrong.    To  bring  them  within  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth,  they  must  be  occupiers.     Being  entitled  to     -j^T^^^ 
have  banks  to  bold  the  water,  I  thought  they  were  occu-  v. 

piers.  But  they  can  maintain  no  description  of  action  which  Irwell 
occupiers  can  (a).  They  have  merely  an  easement.  Here  Navigatioic. 
the  soil  of  the  ancient  bed  of  the  river  does  not  belong  to 
the  company.  They  have  only  a  qualified  right.  The  soil 
remains  in  the  original  owners,  and  in  their  occupation. 
Where  they  make  cuts  under  the  power  given  them,  and 
erect  weirs,  dams  or  locks,  they  are  occupiers  of  the  land 
where  these  stand.  Upon  the  point  whether  the  rate  should 
be  quashed  or  sent  back  for  amendment,  I  think  it  ought 
to  go  down  to  the  sessions  to  be  amended  by  rating  only 
such  parts  as  are  legally  ratable,  as  otherwise  you  will  reim- 
burse for  by-gone  time  by  a  rate  upon  those  who  are  occu- 
piers at  the  time  of  the  second  rate. 

Little  DALE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
thiuk  the  navigation  is  not  ratable.  I  rather  think  the  rate 
should  go  back  to  the  sessions.  But  for  the  circumstance 
mentioned  I  should  have  thought  the  rate  should  be  quashed. 
I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  say  how  much  should  be 
assessed  for  the  towing-paths.  In  respect  of  the  cuts,  the 
amount  may  perhaps  be  ascertained ;  but  with  respect  to 
the  locks,  one  cannot  say  how  much  of  the  2600/.  should 
be  put  upon  that  part  of  the  property,  but  that  is  for  the 
justices. 

Parke,  J. — ^This  case  has  been  argued  with  great  ability. 
At  last  it  resolves  itself  into  this.  Were  the  company 
the  occupiers  of  the  land  ?  The  older  cases  seem  to 
have  been  decidt;d  upon  a  wish  to  extend  the  funds,  and  by 
looking  into  cases,  instead  of  attending  to  the  words  of  the 
act  of  parliament.  In  Williams  v.  Jones  (b),  the  owner  of  a 
krry  was  held  not  to  be  ratable  for  the  tolls  in  the  parish 
where  they  were  collected,  and  where  one  of  the  termini  of 
tlieferiy  was  situated,  and  on  which  the  ferry  boat  was 

(<)  And  see  ButMord  v.  C^^  ante,  ii.  197.  (6)  12  East,  346. 

H2 
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1829.        secured  by  means  of  a  post  in  the  ground  (a).     I  think  the 

^"^'^^'^^      company  are  not  ratable  for  the  bed  of  the  river,  but  that 

^y^  ^^°     they  are  ratable  for  the  locks,  the  weirs,  and  the  cuts.     I  do 

Mersey  nnd   ^qi  g^e  how  this  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  a  ferry. 

Navigation.  They  are  not  ocfcupiers  of  the  highway.     They  have  merely 

a  special  power  in  it.    There  may  be  a  difficulty  in  fixing 

the  quantum  of  rate.    That,  however,  is  not  for  us  but  for 

the  sessions. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed,  the  case  to  be 
remitted  to  the  sessions  to  consider  of  amend- 
ing the  rate,  to  rehear  and  reconsider  the 
same. 


Beeston  r.  Beckett  and  others. 

A  rule  to  set  ON  the  24th  January,  Wybum  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
iDgs  for  irre-  cause  why  the  declaration  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irre- 
gularity was  gularity.  The  irregularity  complained  of  was,  that  common 
vpon  payment  bail  had  not  been  filed  for  one  of  the  defendants  at  the 

htf  the  defend-   ^^^  ^y^^  declaration  was  delivered.    The  defendants  were 

ant  or  costs 

incurred  sub-    nineteen  in  number,  and  one  attorney  had  appeared  for 

sequenliy  to         ...  £.  ^, 

a.,  offer  to  pay  eighteen  of  them. 

the  costs  occa- 

S"  dam^**^  jL<iwgs/oM?  this  day,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  admitted 
the  irregularity;  but  produced  an  affidavit,  stating  that  the 
rule  to  shew  cause  was  not  served  until  late  in  the  evening 
of  the  26th  of  January,  although  it  had  been  obtained  on 
the  24th ;  that  on  the  27th  the  plaintiff's  attorney  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  requesting  to  know  the 
amount  of  the  costs,  and  offering  to  pay  them  on  account 
of  the  irregularity  in  the  proceedings;  and  no  answer  hav- 
ing been  returned  to  this  letter,  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  called  on  the  defendant's  attorney  in  the  evening 
of  the  28th  of  January,  to  ascertain  why  no  notice  had  been 
taken  of  the  letter  of  the  preceding  day;  that  the  clerk  of 
the  defendant's  attorney  admitted  that  the  letter  had  been 
(a)  See  Teter  ▼.  KendaUy  0  B.  &  C.  703. 
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received^  but  no  answer  ^ent ;  that  the  clerk  of  the  plains 
tiff's  attorney  then  offered  5l,,  and  requested  the  clerk  of 
the  defendant's  attorney  to  take  the  costs  out  of  it;  but 
this  he  refused,  and  said, ''  the  matter  must«take  its  regular 
course."  It  was  now  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,, 
that  though  the  rule  must  be  absolute  on  account  of  the 
irregularity,  which  was  indisputable,  yet  that  the  Court 
ought  not  to  throw  the  costs  upon  the  plaintiff  beyond  the 
time  at  which  the  offer  to  pay  had  been  made;  for  that  it 
was  evident  the  only  object  of  the  defendant's  attorney  was 
to  increase  the  costs  and  to  produce  delay;  and  it  was 
suggested,  that  the  costs  subsequently  incurred  should^ 
with  a  view  to  preventing  such  conduct  in  attorneys  in 
future,  be  paid  by  the  defendant's  attorney  himself. 

The  Court  made  the  rule  absolute,  on  payment,  by  the 
defendants  of  all  costs  incurred  subsequent  to  the  offer  to 
pay  made  by  the  plaintiff. 


Doe,  on  the  demise  of  Daniel,  v.  Keir  and  others. 

Ejectment  for  divers  messuages  and  lands  in  the  Where  a  party 

/•   I  1    •       I  ^"0  has  an 

several  parishes  of  Chilsham  and  Lympsneld,  in  the  county  estate,  and 

of  Surrey.     The  demise  was  laid  on  the  10th  of  February,  ^^^^  power, 

•^  ^  .  "^     executes  a 

18^6.    At  the  trial  before  Mr. Serjeant  Oiis/oii?  at  Kingston,  deed  which  is 

at  the  spring  assizes,  1827(a),  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  ^nder\be 

plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  follow-  power,  but 

which  would 
ingcase:—  be  good  at 

Philip  Stanhope  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in  ques-  common  law, 
•  .  -  '111*  ••        tne  estate  win 

tion,  by  indentures  of  bargain  and  sale  and  release,  bearing  pass,  though 

date  respectively  the  25th  and  26th  May,  1790,  between  the  l^^^iYi'^d^^ 

said  PIdlip  Stanhope  of  the  first  part,  Elizabeth  Daniel  of  an  eiecution 

the  second  part,  Samuel  Newnam  of  the  third  part,  William  ""^  J„%^^tnt. 

(«)  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  Marryat  and  HutcfUnton;  for  the  de-  ^^  j^^  si^^ned, 
feodants,  Taddif^  Serjt.  sealed,  and  ' 

delivered  in 
the  presence  of  two  credible  witnesses,  is  not  well  executed  if  signed,  sealed,  and  deli- 
▼ered  in  the  presence  of  two  persons,  to  one  of  whom  an  estate  is  appointed  therein  by 
way  of  remainder. 
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1829.        Daniel,  father  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Daniel,  of  the  fourth 
part,  and  Charles  Stanhope  and  Edward  Daniel  of  the  fifth 
part,  in  consideration  of  a  marriage  then  intended  to  be 
had  between  the  said  Philip  Stanhope  and  Elizabeth  Daniel, 
conveyed  the  premises  to  the  said  Charles  Stanhope  and 
Edward  Daniel,  and  their  heirs:  To  the  use  of  Philip 
Stanhope,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  until  the  marriage,  and 
after  the  solemnization  thereof:  To  the  use  o(  Philip  Stan- 
hope  and  his  assigns  for  life:  Remainder  to  trustees  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders:    Remainder  to   the  use  of 
Elizabeth  Daniel  for  life :  Remainder  to  trustees  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders:  Remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
children  of  said  marriage  in  tail,  as  Philip  Stanhope  and 
Elizabeth  Dame/ should  jointly,  by  deed  or  writing,  appoint, 
or  as  the  said  Philip  Stanhope  should  appoint  in  the  event 
of  his  surviving  the  said  Elizabeth  Daniel;  and  for  want  of 
any*such  appointment :  To  the  use  of  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children  of  the  said  marriage  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon,  and  the  respective  heirs  of  their  bodies ;  and  failing 
the  issue  of  such  child  or  children :  To  the  use  of  every 
other  such  child  or  children  equally,  and  if  only  one,  to  that 
one  in  tail;  and  in  default  of  such  issue:  To  the  use  of  the 
said  Philip  Stanhope  in  fee.     On  the  20th  May,  1790,  the 
marriage  between  the  said  Philip  Stanhope  and  Elizabeth 
Daniel  took  effect.     On  the  £2d  October,  1801,  the  said 
Philip  Stanhope  died,  leaving  Elizabeth  Stanhope  his  wife, 
and  Elizabeth  Charlotte  Stanhope  and  Eugenia  Stanhope^ 
his  two  daughters  and  only  children  by  the  said  Elizabeth, 
him  surviving,  and  without  having  made  or  joined  in  the 
making  of  any  appointment.     Elizabeth  Charlotte  Stanhope 
died  on  the  22d  of  June,  1816,  under  age  and  unmarried. 
By  bargain  and  sale  and  release,  bearing  date  respectively  S 
&4  December,  1817,  between  the  said  Elizabeth  Stanhope 
of  the  first  part,  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  of  the  second 
part,    Richard  Greenland  Denne  of  the  third  part,    and 
Samuel  Forster  of  the  fourth  part,  the  premises  were  con- 
veyed to  Denne  in  fee  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  prtecipe  of  a 
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recovtery :  To  the  use  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Stanhope  and  her  iseo. 
assigns  for  life,  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  Elizabeth  Stanhope:  To  the  use  of  such  person 
and  persons,  and  to  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  uses, 
tnists,  intents  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject 
to  such  powers,  provisoes,  conditions  and  restrictions,  and 
with  such  remainders  and  limitations  over,  and  charged 
and  chargeable  with  such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  in  such 
manner  as  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  had  already  at  the  exe- 
cution of  the  said  last-mentioned  indenture  directed,  limited 
or  appointed,  given  or  devised  the  same,  or  should  at  any  time 
or  times  thereafter  direct,  limit  or  appoint,  give  or  devise 
the  same,  by  any  deed  or  instrument  in  writing,  under  her 
hand  and  seal,  to  be  executed  by  her  in  the  presence  of  and 
attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  and  either  with 
or  without  power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment, 
or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  codicil 
or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  her  signed,  sealed  and  pub- 
lished in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  or  more 
credible  witnesses;  and  in  default  of  any  such  declaration, 
limitation  or  appointment,  gift  or  devise,  and  so  far  as  any 
such  should  not  extend :  To  the  use  of  the  said  Eugenia 
and  her  heirs.  In  Hilary  term,  1818,  a  recovery  was  suf- 
fered accordingly,  and  the  parties  entered  and  were  seised 
accordingly.  On  the  2d  of  October,  1818,  Elizabeth  Stan^- 
hope  died.  On  the  17th  of  November,  1818,  the  said 
Eugenia  Stanhope  intermarried  with  John  Keir,  By  inden- 
tures of  bargain  and  sale  and  release,  bearing  date  respec- 
tirelj  the  ISthand  13th  of  November,  1818,  and  the  inden- 
ture of  release  being  made  between  John  Keir  of  the  first 
part,  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  of  the  second  part,  and  Sir 
Edwin  Francis  Stanhope,  Bart.  Thomas  Carter  and  Law- 
rence Keir,  of  the  third  part,  being  a  settlement  made  and 
executed  previously  to  the  marriage  of  the  said  John  Keir 
and  Eugenia  Stanhope,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  consider- 
ation of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and  pursuant  to,  and  by 
fortt  and  virtue,  and  in  exercise  and  execution  of,  the  power 
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1829.  and  authority  limited  to  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  by  the 
said  indentures  of  bargain  and  sale  and  release  of  the  3d 
and  4th  of  December,  1817,  and  the  recovery  suffered  in 
pursuance  thereof,  and  of  all  other  powers  and  authorities 
enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  she  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope, 
by  that  dee^l  or  instrument  under  her  hand  and  seaU  and 
executed  by  her  in  the  presence  of  the  two  credible  persons 
whose  names  are  thereupon  indorsed  as  .witnesses  attesting 
the  execution  of  the  said  indenture  by  her  the  said  Eugenia 
Stanhope,  did  direct  and  appoint  that  the  premises  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  should  from  thenceforth  be  and 
remain :  To  the  uses,  upon  the  trusts,  and  subject  to  the 
powers  thereinafter  expressed  concerning  the  same.  It  is 
also  witnessed,  that  for  the  consideration  aforesaid,  and 
for  a  nominal  consideration  to  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope 
paid  by  the  said  Sir  E,  F.  Stanhope,  T,  Carter,  and  L.  Keir, 
the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope,  with  the  consent  of  the  said 
John  Keir,  did  bargain,  sell,  and  release  unto  the  said  Sir 
E.  F.  Stanhope,  T.  Carter,  and  L.  Keir,  among  other  lands, 
the  premises  in  the  declaration  mentioned :  To  hold  the 
same  with  the  appurtenances  unto  the  said  Sir  E.  JP.  Stan- 
hope, T.  Carter,  and  L.  Keir,  and  their  heirs,  to  the  uses, 
upon  the  trusts,  and  subject  to  the  powers  thereinafter 
expressed  concerning  the  same.  And  it  was  declared  that 
the  direction,  limitation  and  appointment,  and  the  grant, 
release  and  confirmation  therein  contained  should  operate 
and  enure:  To  the  use  of  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  and  her 
heirs  until  the  marriage,  and  after  the  solemnization  thereof: 
To  the  use  of  the  said  John  Keir  for  life,  or  until  he  should 
commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy  or  become  insolvent,  or  do 
any  other  act  whereby  his  life  estate  would  be  forfeited  or 
vested  in  any  other  person:  Remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
said  Sir  JS.  F.  Stanhope,  T.  Carter,  and  L,  Keir:  Upon  trust 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders:  And  upon  further  trust, 
during  the  life  of  the  said  John  Keir  and  Eugenia  Stanhope, 
to  pay  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  said  premises  to 
the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope,  notwithstanding  her  coverture; 
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and  in  case  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Eugetiia  Stanhope  18^9, 
in  the  life-time  of  the  said  John  Keir,  then:  Upon  trust,  in 
case  of  any  such  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  during  the  joint 
lives,  and  any  issue  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  to  pay 
and  apply  the  rents  and  profits  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
said  John  Keir  and  issue  of  the  said  marriage;  and  in  case 
of  the  death  of  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope,  and  failure  of 
issue  of  her  by  the  said  John  Keir  during  his  life,  then 
from  and  after  her  decease  and  such  failure  of  issue:  In 
trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  said  John  Keir  for 
life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Keir  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  and  her  assigns  for.  life: 
Remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders : 
Remainder  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  the  said  intended 
marriage,  as  the  said  John  Keir  and  Eugenia  Stanhope,  or 
the  survivor  of  them  should  direct  or  appoint  by  deed  or 
will,  or  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the  use  of  all 
and  every  the  children  of  the  said  John  Keir  by  the  said 
Eugenia  Stanhope,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  respec- 
tive heirs  of  their  bodies,  and  failing  the  issue  of  such  child 
or  children,  to  the  use  of  every  other  such  child  or  children 
equally,  and  if  only  one,  to  that  one  in  tail ;  and  for  default 
of  such  issue,  if  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  should  survive 
the  said  John  Keir:  To  the  use  of  the  said  Eugenia  Stan- 
hopej  her  heirs  and  assigns;  but  if  she  should  die  in  the 
life-time  of  the  said  John  Keir:  To  such  uses,  upon  and  for 
such  trusts,  intents  and  purposes,  with,  under  and  subject 
to  such  powers,  provisoes  and  declarations  as  the  said 
Eugenia  Stanhope  should,  notwithstanding  her  coverture, 
by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  codicil  or 
codicils  to  the  same,  signed  and  published  by  her  in  the 
presence  of,  and  to  be  attested  by,  three  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  appoint;  and  in  default  of  such  last-mentioned 
appointment,  and  so  far  as  any  such  appointment  should  not 
extend :  To  the  use  of  the  said  Charles  Stanhope  in  fee. . 
Ttie  last  stated  indentures  of  the  12th  and  ISth  November, 
1^18,  were  executed  by  the  sM  John  Keir  ^nd  Eugenia 
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1889.  Stanhope,  and  each  of  them  attested  by  Charles  Stanhope 
and  Peter  Townsend,  Charles  Stanhope  being  the  person  to 
whom  the  ultimate  remainder  is  limited  by  the  indenture  of 
the  iSthNovember,  1818.  Their  respective  executions  were 
proved  at  the  trial  of  the  ejectment  by  Peter  Townsend. 
Charles  Stanhope  and  Peter  Townsend  were  the  only  persons 
attesting  the  execution  of  the  deeds.  The  only  issue  of 
the  marriage  was  one  son,  who  died  an  infant  in  the  year 
1821.  Eugenia  Keir  died  the  l6th  May,  1823,  leaving 
John  Keir  her  husband.  No  will  of  Eugenia  Keir  was 
offered  in  evidence.  John  Keir  died  the  29th  November, 
1825.  Philip  Stanhope,  the  purchaser  of,  and  who  was 
seised  of  the  premises  in  question,  and  who  settled  the 
property  by  the  release  of  the  26th  May,  1 790,  was  bom 
in  England  on  the  21st  January  1763;  he  was  the  son  of 
Philip  Stanhope  {a)  and  Eugenia  Pieters,  and  was  bom 
before  the  marriage  of  his  parents.  Charles  Stanhope,  to 
whom  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee  was  limited  by  the 
indenture  of  settlement  of  the  13th  November,  1818,  was 
also  a  son  of  the  said  Philip  Stanhope  and  Eugenia  Pieters, 
and  was  born  in  England  in  the  year  1760,  before  the  mar- 
riage of  his  parents.  After  the  births  of  Charles  and  Philip 
Stanhope,  the  sons,  as  abovementioned,  Philip  Stanhope 
the  father  was  appointed  envoy  extraordinary  to  his  Bri* 
tannic  Majesty  at  the  court  of  Saxony ;  and  while  residing 
at  Dresden  in  that  character,  he,  on  the  25th  September, 
1767»  intermarried  with  the  said  Eugenia  Pieters,  the  cere- 
mony having  been  performed  according  to  the  form  of  the 
French  Reformed  Church  at  Dresden.  Charles  Stanhope  is 
still  living.  Edward  Daniel,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  is 
the  uncle  and  heir  at  law,  ex  parte  materna,  of  Eugenia  Keir, 
and  entitled  as  such  to  recover  the  premises  in  question  for 
default  of  heirs  ex  parte  paternA,  unless,  (as  alleged  by 
the  defendant,)  first,  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  parents 
of  Charles  and  Philip  Stanhope  rendered  their  children 

(a)  Natural  son  of  Philip  Dormer  (Stanhope)  fifth  Earl  of  Chesterfield, 
and  the  person  to  whom  the  **  Letters**  were  addressed. 
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bom  before  such  marriage  legitimate  and  capable  of  inhe-  1829. 
ritiog  land  in  England;  or,  secondly,  the  indenture  of 
the  13th  November,  1818,  was  well  executed  and  attested 
under  the  power  contained  in  the  release  of  the  4th  Decem- 
ber, 1817;  or,  thirdly,  (if  it  were  not  a  good  execution 
of  the  power,)  the  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the 
]2tb  and  ISth  November,  1818,  conveyed  the  premises  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  all  the  estate  and  interest 
of  the  said  Eugenia  Stanhope  in  the  same,  and  the  said 
Charles  Stanhope  became,  in  the  events  that  have  hap- 
pened, entitled  to  the  same  in  fee.  If  the  Court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  the  ver- 
dict is  to  stand;  if  not,  a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered. 

Hutchiftson,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  first  point  presents 
no  material  difficulty.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  It  is  not 
even  stated  that  by  the  law  of  Saxony  the  issue  would  have 
been  legitimate  (a).]  As  to  the  second  point,  Charles 
Stanhope  was  not  a  credible  witness.  In  Smith  v.  Black- 
ham  {b)  it  ^as  ruled  by  Lord  Holt,  that  though  an  heir  at 
law  may  be  a  witness,  a  remainderman  cannot.  [Lord 
Tenterden,  C.J.  We  need  not  trouble  you  to  argue  that] 
So  a  party  taking  a  beneficial  interest  under  a  will  is  not  a 
good  attesting  witness,  Hilliard  v.  Jennings  (c).  [Lord 
Tenterden,  C.J.  An  act  (d)  passed  to  remedy  that  incon- 

(o)  SopposiDg  that  the  Court  tion  of  the  general  rule   is  thus 
would  hare  taken  judicial  notice  expressed   by   Alexander  III. : — 
that  the  canon  law  is  the  common  Si  autem  vir,  vivente  uxore  su&, 
law  of  Europe  in  respect  of  mar-  aliam  cognoverit  et  ex  e&  prolem 
riage,  (see  Dalrymple's  case   by  susceperit,  lic^t  post  mortem  uxoris 
Dodson,)  still  it  ought  to  have  eandem  duxerit,  nihilomini!^s  spa- 
been  shewn  that  the  subsequent  rius  erit  filius,  quoniam  matrimo- 
roarriage  of  Philip  Stanhope  the  nium  legitimum  inter  se  contrahere 
elder  and  Eugenia  Fitters  took  non  potuenint.    Though  one  spe- 
place  under  circumstances  which  cies  of  impediment  only  is  here 
would  give  to  it  the  effect  of  legi-  mentioned,  the  principle  applies  to 
timating  antenuptial  children  ;  as  other  cases, 
that  both  parties  were  capable  of         And    see    Pothier,    Trmtl   du 
contracting    marriage    with   each  Contrat  de  Manage,  No.  411. 
other  at  the  time  of  the  procrea-  (ft)  1  Salk.  883. 
uon  of  the  children^  who  were  to  be  (c)  1  Ld.  Raym.  505. 
thus  legitimated.    This  quaiifica-         (rf)  25  Ceo.  2,  c.  6,  which  pro- 
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venience.     At  present  you  may  leave  that  part  of  jour 
case.]     It  will  be  contended  that  there  is  a  conveyance  of 


videSy  (sec.  9,)  '*  that  if  any  person 
shall  attest  the  execution  of  any 
will  or  codicil  to  whom  any  bene- 
ficial devise,  l^acy,  estate,  inter- 
est, gift  or  appointment,  of  or  af- 
fecting any  real  or  personal  estate, 
other  than  and  except  chai^ges  on 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments 
for  payment  of  any  debt  or  debts, 
shall  be  thereby  given  or  made, 
sach  devise,  legacy,  estate,  inter- 
est, gift  or  appointment,  shall,  so 
far  only  as  concerns  such  person 
attesting  the  execution  of  such  will 
or  codicil,  or  any  person  claiming 
under  him,  be  utterly  null  and  void ; 
and  such  person  shall  be  admitted 
as  a  witness  to  the  execution  of 
such  will  or  codicil  within  the  in- 
tent of  the  said  act,  notwithstand- 
ing such  devise,  legacy,  estate,  in- 
terest, gift  or  appointment  men- 
tioned in  such  will  or  codicil.** 
Though  the  preamble  of  the  statute 
states  a  doubt  which  relates  only 
to  wills  of  land,  its  provisions 
were  held  bj^  Grant,  M.  R.,  to  ex- 
tend to  wills  of  personalty  also, 
Lees  v.  Sutnmersgill,  17  Ves.  509. 
In  a  subsequent  case,  however. 
Sir  John  Nicholl  held,  that  the 
statute,  in  point  of  true  construc- 
tion, is,  by  reason  of  the  preamble, 
limited  to  wills  and  codicils  of  rea/ 
estate,  Brett  v.  Brett,  3  Addams, 
210;  where  it  was  stated  that  the 
contrary  decision  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  in  Lees  v;  Sutnmersgill, 
proceeded  upon  the  ground  of  mis- 
information as  to  the  construction 
put  upon  the  act  in  Doctors'  Com- 
mons. And  see  Heste  v.  Albert, 
ante,  iii.  406.    It  appears  from  a 


note  at  the  end  of  Brett  v.  Brtti, 
that  the  administratrix  appealed  to 
the  Court  of  Delegates. 

The  act  does  not  provide  for 
the  case  of  a  devise  or  legacy,  &c. 
to  the  husband  or  the  wife  of  an 
attesting  witness.  In  such  a  case, 
therefore,  the  devise  takes  eflfect, 
but  the  witness  remains  incompe- 
tent. See  Hatfield  v.  I^orp,  5  B. 
&  A.  589. 

The  statute  does  not  destroy  a 
devise  to  the  subscribing  witness, 
intrust,  Phippsv.PUchcr,6TKUTii, 
220,  and  1  Maddocks,  144.  Sach 
a  devisee  would  have  been  a  com- 
petent witness  before  the  statute, 
Fountain  v.  Coke,  1  Mod.  107; 
Goss  V.  Tracy,  1  P.  Wms.  290. 
And  see  Holt  r.  Terrell,  1  Bar- 
nard. K.B.  12;  JLowev^Jolliffe,  1 
W.  Bla.  365;  GoodtUle  v.  Welfard, 
Dougl.  139;  Betlison  v.  Bromley, 
12  East,  250.  See  also  Wellerv. 
The  Governors  of  the  Foundling 
Hospital,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  153; 
WUhnellv,  Garthum,  \  Esp.N.P.C. 
322;  Rex  v.  St.  Mary  Magdalen, 
Bermondsey,  3  East,  7*  12,  13. 

The  statute  does  not  extend 
to  witnesses  called  to  support 
the  will  who  are  not  attesting 
witnesses.  But  an  executor,  who, 
being  a  debtor  to  the  estate,  is 
interested  in  supporting  the  will 
quoad  the  personal  estate,  is  not 
thereby  precluded  from  being  call- 
ed as  a  witness  to  prove  the  sanity 
of  the  testator,  upon  the  trial  of  a 
question  as  to  a  devise  of  the  realty. 
Doe  d.  Wood  v.  Tees,  8  D.&R. 
63 ;  5.  C.  per  nomen  Doe  d.  Wood 
V.  Teage,  5B.&C.  335. 


HILARY  TERM,  IX  AND  X  GEO.  IV. 

an  interest  as  well  as  an  execution  of  a  power;  but  the 
main  object  of  the  deed  was  to  execute  the  power.     The 
parties  do  not  merely  refer  to  the  power,  but  state  the 
manner  and  way  in  which  they  execute  it.     "  All  other 
power   and  authority"  must  refer  to  the  interest.     The 
direction  as  to  the  mode  of  execution  constitutes  a  con- 
dition precedent,  and  the  objection  cannot  be  answered 
without  striking  the  clause  out  of  the  deed,  or  confining  its 
operation  to  the  execution  of  the  power;  but  they  are  all 
parts  of  the  same  deed,  and  require  to  be  executed  in  the 
manner  prescribed.     If  the  deed  could  operate  as  a  com- 
mon law  proceeding,  it  would  destroy  the  power,  though 
the  parties  clearly  mean  to  act  under  it.     Eugenia  Stanhope 
has  thought  fit  to  say,  that  to  pass  her  interest  a  deed  shall 
be  executed  in  a  particular  manner.     That  being  her  will, 
the  Court  is  bound  to  give  efi^ect  to  it.     The  uses  of  the 
release  are  controlled  by  the  words  of  the  power,  upon  the 
non-execution  of  which  the  use  resulted  to  Eugenia  Stan" 
hope,  and  descended  to  her  heir. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — The  simple  question  for  our 
consideration  is,  whether,  when  a  party  executes  a  deed 
manifesting  an  intention  to  execute  a  power,  but  containing 
words  sufficient  to  pass  an  interest,  if  the  deed  cannot 
operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power,  by  reason  of  some- 
thing which  is  immaterial  in  itself,  it  cannot  enure  as  a  con- 
veyance of  the  interest — a  question  upon  which  no  lawyer 
can  doubt  (a). 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Postea  to  the  defendant  (A). 

(a)  And  see  Cor  v.  Chamberlain^  the  lessor  of  the  plaindff  he  was 

4Ves.jan.  63 1 ;  Attorney-General  permitted  to  reargue  the  case  him- 

V.  GriffUk,   13  Ves.  580;   Sugd.  self  in  a  subsequent  term;  but  he 

Power,  chap.  v.  sect.  0,  4th  ed.  was  unable  to  induce  the  Court  to 

297, 307.  alter  their  judgment. 

W  Upon  the  argent  request  of 
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John  Thomson  w.  John  Davenport,  Henry  Daven- 
port, MouNTFOBD  Fynney,  aiid  Henry  Pontic^ 
NEY,  in  Error. 

J.  buys  goods  ASSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  in  the  bo- 
uni^"i^d°rin"  ^^^^^  ^^"'*^  ^^  record  at  Liverpool,  called  the  Passage 
cipal.  B,  Court.  Plea,  non  assumpsit.  At  the  trial,  nominally, 
™ul!^f and"  '^®fo'^«  ^^^  '"»y^»'  *°^  bailiflFs,  but  in  fact  before  James 
debits  A-  with  Clarke,  esq.  the  recorder,  Thomas  M'Keene  stated  that  he 
B.  may  after-   was  established  in  Liverpool  as  a  general  Scotch  agent, 

wards  elect  ^nd  acted  as  agent  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  who  resided  in 
the  pnncipai  .       "  ,.■»«•!  •      i  i- 

as  his  debtor.    Dumfries,  in  Scotland ;  that  m  March,  1 823,  he  received  from 

the  "rin'^r^I  ^^^  plaintiff  in  error  a  letter,  containing  an  order  to  purchase 
resides  abroad;  various  goods,  and  amongst  others  a  quantity  of  glass  and 
pear*thatXe  earthenware;  which  letter,  with  the  order,  was  produced 
usage  is  in  by  the  attorney  for  the  defendants  in  error,  and  was  read 
look  to  the  in  evidence  as  follows: — '*  Dumfries,  29th  March,  1823. 
^^ii?"*h  t  -^""®*®^  is  ^  'is^  ^^  goods  which  you  will  procure  and  ship 
upon  error  per  Nancy.  Memorandum  of  goods  to  be  shipped:  12 
rioiTcourt  ^'  crates  Staffordshire  ware;  Crown  window  glass,  10  quarter 
notice  cannot    boxes,"  8cc.  8cc. ;    that    he,    M'Keene,  provided    himself 

DG  taken  oi  ati 

irregularity  in    ^'^^  ^^^  goods  mentioned  in  this  letter,  and  that  he  got  the 

bringing  the      glass  and  earthenware  from  the  defendants  in  error,  who 

party  into 

Court  by  at-     were  glass  and  earthenware  dealers  in  Liverpool ;  that  at 

tachment  ^j^^  ^j^j^  |jg  ordered  the  glass  and  earthenware,  he  saw 

without  a  pre-  ° 

vious  sum-       Fynney,  one  of  the  defendants  in  error,  and,  to  the  best  of 

monsQa).  ^^^  recollection,  told  him  that  he,  M^Keene,  had  an  order 

to  purchase  some  goods,  and  that  they  were  for  the  same 
house  for  whom  he  had  purchased  goods  from  the  defend- 
ants in  error  the  preceding  year;  and  he  also  stated,  to  the 

(a)  Vide  tamen  Pratt  v.  Dixon,  error  from  one  of   the  superior 

Cro.  Jac.  108;    Ward  v.  EUaxfn^  Courts,  informality  in  meme  pro- 

ibid.  261 ;    Gwinne  v.  PooU,    2  cess  is  not  assignable  for  error, 

Lutw.    935,    1560;    Moravia   v.  but  informality  in  the ^s^  process, 

Sloper,  Willes,  SO ;    Williams  v.  or  the  absence  of  that  first  prociess. 

Lord  Bagoty  5  D.  &R.  719;   S  (want  of  an  original  writ,)  may  be 

B.  &  C.  772 ;  antCf  iii.  21,  n.    In  assigned  for  error. 
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best  of  his  recollection,  that  as  he  was  a  stranger  to  the 
nature  of  the  goods,  he  hoped  the  plaintiff  would  let  him      Thomson 
have  the  saaie  as  before,  to  save  him  from  blame  by  his  «• 

^3  A  V  EM  PORT 

employer;  but  he,  M'Keene,  did  not  shew  the  letter  con- 
taifliog  the  order,  nor  did  he  mention  the  name  of  any 
principal ;  that  he  then  either  gave  Tynney  a  copy  of  the 
order,  or  produced  to  him  the  original  order,  that  Fynney 
might  himself  take  a  copy;  that  the  defendants  in  error 
accordingly  furnished  the  glass  and  earthenware,  the 
amount  of  which^  deducting  the  discount,  was  193/.  Is.  &d. 
but  without  such  deduction  ^l9/>  10s.,  and  rendered  in- 
voices thereof  to  M'Keene  headed  thus:  "  Mr.  Thomas 
iVKeene  bought  of  Davenport  and  Co. ;"  that  M*Keene 
entered  the  net  amount  (193/.  1$.  Sd.)  to  the  credit  of  the 
defendants  in  error,  in  an  account  with  them  in  his  books, 
and  charged  the  same  sum,  with  the  addition  of  2/.  per 
cent,  for  the  commission,  to  the  debit  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  in  an  account  with  him,  which  was  according  to  his 
invariable  course  of  dealing;  and  that  he  sent  to  the  plaintiff 
in  error  a  general  invoice  of  all  the  goods  purchased,  com- 
prising the  glass  and  earthenware,  but  not  mentioning  the 
names  of  the  defendants  in  error;  that  afterwards,  in  April, 
1823,  and  before  the  credit  for  the  goods  had  expired, 
M*Keene  became  insolvent,  though  up  to  the  day  of  his 
stopping  payment  he  was  in  good  credit,  and  could  have 
bought  goods  on  trust  to  the  amount  of  20,000/.  Where- 
upon the  recorder,  after  stating  the  evidence,  told  the  jury 
that,  from  the  distance  of  time  since  the  sale  took  place, 
there  was  some  uncertainty  in  the  evidence  of  M'Keene  as 
to  the  precise  words  used  by  him  to  the  defendants  in  error 
at  the  time  he  gave  them  the  order  for  the  goods ;  but  it 
appeared  to  him,  the  recorder,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  as  principal,  was  not  then 
communicated  or  known  to  the  defendants  in  error;  and  he 
directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  as  principal,  was  mentioned  by 
M*Keaie  at  the  time  the  order  was  given,  or  that  the 
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defendauts  in  error  then  knew  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  was 
the  principal,  their  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  latter;  but 
that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  his  name  was  not  mentioned 
b)'  M'Keefie  at  the  time  of  the  order's  being  given^  and  that 
the  defendants  in  error  did  not  then  know  that  the  plaintiff 
in  error  was  the  principal,  and  they  did  not  think  upon  all 
the  facts  of  the  case,  that  the  defendants  in  error  at  the  time  of 
the  giving  of  the  order  knew  who  the  principal  was,  so  that 
they  then  had  a  power  of  electing  whether  they  would  debit 
the  plaintiff  in  error  or  M'Keene,  they  ought  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants  in  error;  and  that  although  the  defei^d- 
ants  in  error,   at  the  time  of  the  sale,  might  think  that 
M'Keene  was  not  buying  upon  his  own  account,  yet  if  his 
principal  was  not  communicated  or  known  to  them,  that  cir* 
cumstance  ought  to  make  no  difference  in  the  case.     Upon 
this.  Hall,  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff  in  error,  tendered  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  ought  to  have 
been  directed  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  at  the  time  of 
the  giving  of  the  order  the  defendants  in  error  knew  that 
M'Keene  was  dealing  as  an  agent,  although  the  name  of  the 
principal  were  not  then  communicated  or  known  to  them, 
they  by  afterwards  debiting  M*Keene,  and  rendering  the 
invoices  in  his  name,  had  elected  to  take  him  for  their  debtor, 
and  precluded  themselves  from  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  in 
error.     The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  in 
error,   damages  219/*  10s.,  and  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
letter  containing  the  order  was  not  communicated  or  known 
to  the  defendants  in  error.     The  mayor  and   bailiffs  of 
Liverpool  affixed  their  seals  to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  in 
which  the  preceding  facts  are  set  out;  and  judgment  having 
been  given  in  the  Court  below^  a  writ  of  error  was  brought 
returnable  in  this  Court  (a),  and  the  misdirection  of  the 

said   issue   joined    between    the 


(a)  The  assignment  of  error  was 
as  follows  :  *'  That  in  the  record 
and  proceedings  aforesaid,  and  also 
in  the  matters  recited  and  contained 
in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  also 
in  the  giving  the  verdict  upon  the 


parties  aforesaid,  and  also  in  the 
giving  the  judgment  aforesaid,  there 
is  manifest  error  in  this,  to  wit, that 
the  said  mayor  and  bailifis  before 
whom  the  said  issue  was  tried  be* 
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learned  recorder,  as  appearing  upon  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
was  assigned  for  error. 

Joy^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Where  the  seller  knows 
that  the  buyer  is  the  agent  of  another,  and  elects  to  make 
him  his  debtor,  he  cannot  afterwards  resort  to  the  principal. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  purchaser  deals  in  his  own  name, 
and  the  seller  is  ignorant  that  he  is  buying  for  another 
person,  the  latter  may  be  sued  for  the  price  of  the  goods. 


tween  the  pajrties  aforesaid,  by 
the  said  recorder,  then  and  there 
upon  the  trial  of  the  said  issae 
directed  the  j  a  ry,  by  whom  the  said 
issQe  was  tried,  that  if  they  were  of 
opmion  that  the  said  John  Thom- 
son's name,  as  the  principal,  was  not 
mentioned  by  Thomas  M'Keene  to 
the  saJd  John  Davenport,  Henry 
Davenport,  Mountford  Tynney, 
and  Henry  Pontigney  at  the  time 
of  the  order  being  given,  and  that 
the  said  John  Davenport,  H.  D., 
M.T.,and  H.P.  did  not  then  know 
that  the  said  John  Thomson  was 
the  principal;  and  that  if  they  the 
said  jnry  did  not  think  upon  ail  the 
said  facts  of  the  case,  that  the  said 
John  Davenport,  H.  D.,  M.  T.,  and 
H.P.,  at  the  time  of  the  order  being 
given,  knew  who  the  principal  was, 
so  that  they  had  a  power  of  electing 
whether  they  would  debit  the  said 
John  Thomson  or  the  said  Thomas 
M'Keene,  they  the  said  jury  ought 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  said  John 
Dareoport,  H.  D.,  M.  T.  and  H. 
P.;  and  that  although  the  said 
John  Davenport,  H.  D.,  M.  T.  and 
H.  P.  at  the  time  of  the  sale  might 
think  that  Thomas  M*Keene  was 
not  boyiog  the  goods  upon  his  own 
account,  yet  if  his  principal  was 
not  commimicated  or  made  known 
to  them,  that  circumstance  ought 
Co  make  no  difference;  whereas  the 
VOL.  IV. 
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said  mayor  and  bailiffs,  by  the  re- 
corder aforesaid,  ought  in  that  part 
of  the  direction  to  have  directed 
the  said  jury  that  if  they  were  satis- 
fied that  the  said  John  Davenport, 
H.  D.,  M.  T.  and  H.  P.  at  the  time 
of  the  order  being  given,  knew  that 
the  said  Thomas  M*Keene  was 
buying  the  goods  as  an  agent,  even 
though  his  principal  were  not  com- 
municated or  made  known  to 
them,  they  the  said  John  Daven- 
port, H.  D.,  M.T.  and  H.  P.  by 
afterwards  so  debiting  the  said 
Thomas  M'Keene  and  so  rendering 
the  said  invoices,  had  elected  to 
take  him  for  their  debtor,  and  had 
precluded  themselves  from  calling 
upon  the  said  John  Thomson. 

There  is  also  manifest  error  in 
this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  direc- 
tion of  the  said  mayor  and  bailifis, 
by  the  sud  recorder,  above  except- 
ed to,  was  wrong  in  point  of  law. 

There  is  also  manifest  emor 
in  this,  to  wit,  that  it  appears  by 
the  said  record  that  there  issued 
out  of  the  said  borough  court 
against  the  said  John  Thomson-  a 
precept  to  attach  the  body  of  the 
said  John  Thomson  before  such 
time  as  any  writ  or  precept  or 
summons,  or  other  process,  had 
been  issued  against  the  said  John 
Thomson  in  the  plea  aforesaid." 

VideaniCf  110,  (a). 
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[Bayley^  J.  This  is  a  middle  case.]     It  is  submitted  that  it 
Thomson      '^^"^  within  the  first  proposition.     In  the  case  of  a  purchase 
V.  made  on  behalf  of  a  foreign  merchant,  the  seller  would  have 

no  right  to  look  to  the  principal,  Patterson  v.  Gandaie- 
qidifl).  Addison  \.  GandasequHJb)  is  to  the  same  effect, 
though  the  marginal  note  is  incorrect*  (c)  Here  the  vendor 
has  elected  to  give  credit  to  the  broker.  In  order  to  con* 
stitute  an  election,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  should 
have  a  minute  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances.  In 
Moore  v.  Clementson  (d)  Lord  Ellenborough  distingoisbes 
between  a  mere  general  knowledge  that  the  party  is  a  Atctor« 
and  express  notice  that  the  party  acts  as  a  factor  in  the 
particular  transaction.  And  in  Maans  v.  Henderson  (e),  where 
a  policy  was  effected  by  a  broker  in  his  own  name,  but  the 
underwriter  was  at  the  same  time  informed  that  the  pro* 
perty  was  neutral,  this  was  considered  a  suflScient  indication 
that  the  merchant  acted  as  an  agent,  so  as  to  preclude  the 
broker  from  insisting  upon  the  lien  on  the  policy  for  his 
general  balance. 

Patteson,  contrsk.  The  jury  must  have  been  of  opinion 
that  die  principal  was  not  known  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 
M'Keene  was  known  to  be  a  general  Scotch  agent,  and  not 
a  merchant,  and  the  purchase  might  have  been  made  by 
him  for  any  other  house.  The  conversation  between 
Tynney  and  M'Keene  only  showed  that  the  latter  was  not 
purchasing  on  his  own  account.  It  should  have  been 
proved  that  the  vendors  knew  that  M'Keene  was  speaking 
of  Thomson*^  house.  This  is  a  middle  case,  approaching 
nearer  to  the  second  proposition  than  to  the  first.  Where 
the  vendor  knows  who  the  real  vendee  is,  and  chooses  to 
give  credit  to  the  broker,  he  is  bound  by  his  election ;  but 

(a)  15  East,  62.  Drinkwaier  v.   Goodwin^    Cowp. 

lb)  4  Tfiunt.  573.        '  25 1, 355, 256 ;  Hudtan  v.  Granger, 

(c)  Instead  of  «B.  credUs  A.""  5  B.  &  A.  27. 

it  should  have  been  «  B.  debits  A,'*  (c)  1  East,  335. 
(</)  2    Cnmpb.   22.      And  see 
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in  order  to  enable  him  to  elect,  it  is  necessary  that  he  should        ^^^9- 
know  the  name  of  the  principal,  as  was  the  case  iu  Patterson 


Thomson 


Davenport. 


V.  Gandasequi  and  Jddison  v.  Gandasequi,  in  which  cases  _  v, 
the  principal  was  present,  and  the  seller  did  not  choose  to 
trust  him.  When  both  principal  and  agent  go  together,  it 
is  impossible  to  say  that  both  could  be  liable  without  an 
agreement  in  writing.  If  the  agent  goes  alone,  it  may  per- 
haps be  considered  that  the  vendor  trusts  the  agent  for  some 
time  and  the  principal  afterwards.  Upon  the  point  of 
election,  the  case  is  clearly  with  the  defendant  in  error. 
Until  the  vendors  know  who  the  principal  is,  they  cannot 
form  any  comparison  or  exercise  any  judgment.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  anything  has  occurred  between  the  principal 
and  agent  so  as  to  alter  the  state  of  accounts  between  them. 
Patterson  v.  Gandasequi,  and  other  cases,  establish  that 
where  the  principal  is  known,  and  credit  is  given  to  the 
agent,  the  vendor  is  bound  to  resort  to  the  agent,  and  cannot 
sue  the  principal ;  but  even  thi?  rule  is  not  inflexible^  Wilson 
V.  Hart  (ii);though  it  is  admitted,  that  in  that  case  there  were 
circumstances  of  Aaud  and  collusion.  In  Seymour  v. 
Pychlau{^b)  the  principal  point  was,  that  an  agent  employed 
to  purchase  goods  cannot  sue  his  principal  as  for  goods  sold 
anddeiivered  by  him  although  he  has  been  debited  as  purchaser 
by  the  or^nal  vendors;  but  in  that  case,  Abbott,  J.  says, 
Seymour  may  have  been  a  principal  and  purchaser  as  far  as 
respects  the  original  sellers,  and  yet  an  agent  as  between  him 
and  Pycklau  the  defendant.  [Bayley,  J.  Here  the  principal 
is  not  within  the  jurisdiction.]  Moore  v.  C/ementson  was 
a  case  where  the  factor  sold  as  principal,  and  the  purchaser 
waa  not  allowed  to  set  off  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  factor, 
on  the  ground  that  before  the  whole  of  the  goods  were 
delivered,  the  name  of  the  principal  was  disclosed ;  but  the 
Court  has  since  determined  that  under  such  circumstances  a 
set-off  may  be  well  pleaded.  Another  eiTor  is  assigned, 
namely,  that  the  record  states  that  the  party  was  attached 
and  not  summoned.     [Day ley,  J.  That  is  merely  process.] 

(«)  7  Taunt.  «96.  (b)  1  B.  &  A.  U. 
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1829.  Joy  J  in  reply.     Every  thing  here  was  known   but  the 

name.    This  brings  the  case  much  nearer  to  the  first  point 
in  Patterson  v.  Gandaseqm  than  to  the  second. 


Thomson 

V. 

Davempobt. 


Lord  Tenteboen,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
direction  given  in  this  case  was  right,  and  that  the  verdict 
following  that  direction  was  right.  Where  a  person  sells 
goods,  supposing  that  he  is  dealing  with  a  principal,  and  after- 
wards discovers  that  the  person  with  whpm  he  has  been 
dealing  is  an  agent  for  a  third  person,  as  soon  as  he  finds 
out  that  fact,  he  may  resort  to  the  principal  for  payment, 
though  he  originally  meant  to  give  credit  to  the  agent. 
The  situation  of  the  principal  must  not,  however,  be  altered 
by  this  election.  On  the  other  hand,  if  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  the  seller  not  only  knows  that  the  party  with  whom  he 
is  dealing  is  dealing  as  an  agent,  but  also  knows  who  the 
principal  really  is,  then,  according  to  the  case  of  Patiersou 
^.  Gatidasequi,  he  cannot  upon  the  failure  of  the  agent  turn 
round  and  sue  the  principal.  The  present  is  a  middle  case. 
The  defendants  in  error  were  informed  that  M*Keene  was 
buying  for  another,  but  they  were  not  informed  who  was 
his  principal.  They  had  not  the  means  of  making  an  election. 
It  is  true  they  might  have  known  by  making  previous  in- 
quiry, but  at  the  moment  of  the  contract  they  had  not  the 
power  of  electing.  The  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the  first 
division,  and  stands  as  it  would  have  done  if  M^Keene  had 
not  been  known  to  be  an  agent.  There  may  be  another 
exception  where  the  principal  is  a  foreigner.  It  may  be  an 
understood  thing  that  the  credit  is  given  to  the  agent  in 
Great  Britain.  Here  the  question  might  have  been  raised, 
whether  it  was  not  understood  at  Liverpool,  and  whether 
from  that  circumstance  it  must  not  be  presumed,  that  the 
sellers  gave  credit  to  M^Keene,  and  not  to  a  person  residing 
in  another  jurisdiction.  That  point,  however,  though  raised 
by  counsel  now,  was  not  insisted  upon  below.  The  point 
really  made  at  the  trial  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  residence 
at  Glasgow.     It  is  said  that  it  is  sufficient  that  the  seller 
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knew  that  they  were  dealing  with  an  agent.    The  recorder 
thought  otherwise,  and  told  the  jury  that  unless  the  seller     •r*^^'^^ 
knew  who  M'Keene*8  principal  was,  the  defendant  con*  v. 

tinned  liable ;  and  I  think  he  did  right  in  so  leaving  it  to 
them. 

Bay  LET,  J. — ^There  may  be  a  course  of  trade  by  which 
the  seller  will  be  confined  to  the  agent  with  whom  h^ 
contracts.  That  is  usually  the  course  where  an  agent  buys 
for  houses  abroad.  Evidence  might  have  been  given  of  d 
course  of  trade  with  respect  to  agents  acting  here  for  a 
house  at  Glasgow,  but  that  point  was  not  made  in  the 
Court  below,  and  is  not  included  in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 
The  justice  of  the  case  appears  also  to  be  with  the  de- 
fendants in  error;  although  an  agent  may  contract  so  as  to 
make  himself  personally  liable,  the  principal  may  be  liable 
also,  and  if  the  state  of  accounts  between  the  parties  has 
not  been  altered,  justice  requires  that  it  should  be  so. 
Although  the  agent  contracts  so  as  to  make  himself  liable, 
the  principal  is  also  liable  unless  something  be  done  to 
exonerate  him.  Here  it  was  known  that  there  was  a  prin- 
cipal ;  but  there  is  no  case  to  show  that  that  alone  is  suffi- 
dent  to  prevent  the  vendor  from  suing  the  principal,  not 
having  known  who  that  principal  was  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract. Here  the  vendor  debits  the  agent  and  means  to 
look  to  him.  The  neglecting  to  ask  who  the  principal  is, 
is  at  the  vendor's  peril,  and  he  will  have  no  claim  if  the  prin- 
cipal shall  have  paid  the  agent,  or  if  a  variation  has  taken 
place  KQ  the  state  of  their  accounts  so  as  to  make  it  unjust 
for  the  vendor  to  resort  to  the  principal ;  but  where  that 
does  not  appear,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  party  who  has  had 
the  goods  should  pay  for  them,  and  that  the  amount  should 
be  paid  to  the  seller,  and  not  to  the  insolvent  agent,  who 
has  not  paid  for  them  himself. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — ^Whcre  goods  are  sold  to  a  party  who 
turns  out  to  be  an  agent,  the  vendor  may  afterwards  resort 
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189$.  male ;  with  divers  remainders  over.  Then  follows  a  de<^ 
claration  that  the  said  manors  by  the  said  indenture  were 
limited  in  trust  as  therein  mentioned.  And  in  the  said  inden* 
ture  of  release  and  settlement  of  the  28th  day  of  June,  1791i 
is  then  introduced  a  power  or  provision  iq  the  words  or  to 
the  effect  following.  ''  Provided  also  and  it  is  hereby  further 
declared  and  agreed,  that  notwithstanding  any  of  the  uses# 
estates,  limitations,  trusts,  powers,  provisoes,  and  agree?* 
ments  hereinbefore  mentioned,  declared,  and  contained,  of, 
and  concerning  all  or  any  of  the  manors,  and  in  and  by  these 
presents  granted,  released,  limited,  and  appointed,  or  in- 
tended so  to  be,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the 
said  John  Earl  of  Chatham  and  William  Pitt,  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  as  to 
the  several  manors,  messuages,  lands  and  hereditaments,  in 
and  by  these  presents  limited  to  them  as  aforesaid.  And  as 
to  all  other  the  said  manors,  boroughs,  capital  messuages 
and  other  messuages,  farms,  lands,  &c.,  to  and  for  the  said 
G.  Lord  Bishop  of  Lincoln  and  J.  'iiinfer,and  the  survivor 
of  them,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  with 
the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  said  E.  C  Lord  Eliot, 
and  of  the  next  succeeding  tenant  for  life,  or  if  the  said  £•  C. 
Lord  Eliot  shall  happen  to  be  tbeit  dead,  then  with  the  consent 
and  approbation  of  the  several  tenants  for  life  then  in  being, 
testified  by  any  deed  or  writing  signed,  sealed  and  delivered 
by  him  or  them  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  to  sell,  dispose  of  and  absolutely 
convey,  or  convey  in  exchange  for  or  in  lieu  of  other  free- 
hold, copyhold  and  leasehold  lands  and  hereditaments 
to  be  situate,  8ic.  the  said  manors,  messuages,  £»rais, 
lands,  &c.,  hereby  granted  and  released,  limited  or  ap* 
pointed,   or  intended  so  to  be  (</),  or  any  part  or  parcel 

(a)  These  words,  though   com-  stood  as  a  reference  to  a  provision 

monly   used  by    verbose  convey-  concerning  liereditaroents  thereby 

ancers,  appear  to  be  in  all  cases  expru$edor  intended  io  be  gmntedj 

Miholly  useless,  since  a  reference  &c.    The  caution  in  describing  a 

to  a  provision  in  the  deed  con-  deed  as  <'  bearing  date  on  or  about 

cerning  <'  hereditaments    thereby  such  a  day''  appears  to  be  almost 

granted,  &C.,''  can  only  be  under-  equally  unnecessary. 
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thereof  respectively,  save  and  except  the  burgage  mes- 
suages or  tenements  in  the  borough  of  St.  Germains,  and 
the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  thereof,  to  any  person  or  per-  v. 

sons,  bis,  her  and  their  heirs,  either  together  or  in  parcels,      ^addon. 
for  such  price  or  prices  in  money,  or  such  other  equivalent 
in  manors,  messuages,  lands  or  hereditaments,  as  to  them,  the 
said  Earl  of  Chatham  and  William  Pitt,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  such  survivor,  as  to  the 
manors,  hereditaments  and  premises  as  hereinbefore  granted, 
released,  directed,  limited  and  appointed  to  them  as  afore- 
said, and  as  to  them  the  said  G.  Lord  Bishop  of  Lincoln 
and  J.  Turner,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
as  to  all  other  the  manors,  hereditaments  and  premises  in 
and  by  these  presents  granted  or  released,  shall  or  may 
seem  reasonable  or  proper*    And  for  the  purpose  of  effect- 
ing such  sale  or  sales,  or  exchange  or  exchanges,  it  shall 
aud  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  respective  trustees  of 
the  said  respective   manors,  hereditaments  and  premises, 
and  the  survivor  of  such  respective  trustees  of  the  said 
respective    manors,    hereditaments,    and    premises,    and 
the  survivor  of  such    respective   trustees,  and   the  heirs 
and  assigns    of  such    survivor,  virith   such    consent  and 
approbation  as  aforesaid,  and  subject  in  manner  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings^ 
to  be  by  them  the  said  respective  trustees  of  the  said  re- 
spective manors,  hereditaments  and  premises,  or  the  sur- 
vivor of  such  respective  trustees,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns  of 
such  survivor,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and 
attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  to  revoke  annul 
and  determine  and  make  void  all  and  every  or  any  of  the  uses, 
estates,  limitations,  trusts,  powers  and  provisoes,  hereinbe- 
fore by  these  presents  respectively  limited,  created,  men- 
tioned, declared,  and  contained,  of  and  concerning  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises  hereby  granted,  released  {a), 
limited  or  appointed,  or  intended  so  to  be  (6),  and  every  or 
any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  and  to  limit  and  appoint  the  same, 
or  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  shall  be  sold  and  exchanged, 
W  Vide  infrd,  122,  n.  (b)  Vide  supra,  120,  n. 
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and  whereof  the  uses,  estates,  limitations,  trusts,  powers 
and  provisoes,  shall  be  so  revoked,  unto  aud  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof,  or  of  the 
person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  so  sold  or 
conveyed  in  exchange,  and  his  or  their  heirs  or  assigns. 
And  when  any  of  the  said  premises  shall  be  sold  for  a  valu- 
able consideration  in  money,  and  such  proper  receipt  or 
receipts  shall  be  so  signed  and  given  for  such  purchase 
money  as  aforesaid,  and  also  when  the  said  hereditaments  8cc., 
hereinbefore  granted,  released,  limited  or  appointed,  or  any 
part  or  parts  thereof,  shall  be  sold  and  disposed  of,  or  con- 
veyed in  exchange  for  or  in  lieu  of  other  freehold,  copyhold  or 
leasehold  lands  and  hereditaments  in  Sec.,  and  the  fee  simple 
and  inheritance,  or  the  estate  and  interest  of  or  in  such  here- 
ditaments respectively  to  be  taken  in  exchange  shall  be  well 
vested  respectively  in  the  trustees  hereinbefore  named   of 
and  concerning  the  premises  which  shall  be  sold  or  given 
in  exchange,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs, executors,  &c., 
according  to  the  nature  or  tenure  of  such  respective  estates, 
then  all  and    every   the    said  manors,  8lc.,   hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  hereby  granted,  released,  {a)    limited  or 
appointed  or  intended  so  to  be,  or  such  part  or  parts  thereof 
as  shall  be  sold  or  disposed  of,  or  conveyed  in  exchange, 
shall  from  thenceforth  remain  and  be  for  ever  freed  and 
absolutely  discharged  of  and  from  all  and  every  the  uses, 
estates,  trusts,  declarations,  powers,  provisoes,  conditions 
and  agreements,  in  and  by  these  presents  limited,  expressed, 
declared  and  contained,  of  and  concerning  the  same  re- 
spectively, and  from  thenceforth  these  presents,  and  the 
grant,  release  (a),  limitation  and  appointment  hereby  made, 

(a)  Unless  these  words  are  in-  professes  to  state   the    operation 

traduced  hei^e  by  mistake,  it  would  of  the  settlement  of  1791  (jntpri^ 

seem  that  Lord  Eliot  and  his  son  119(6)).  And  this  is  rendered  highly 

did  not  merely  'Mirect,  limit  and  probable  by  tlie  circumstance  of 

appoint''  the  estates  to  Lord  Chat-  the  conveyance  of  1791  being  by 

ham  and  Mr.  Pitt,  but  also  **  bai^  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  and 

gained,  sold  and  released"  them,  not  by  a  single  indenture  of  ap- 

although  these  words  are  omitted  pointment.    In  H^ynne  v.  Griffith^ 

in  that  part  ofthe  special  case  which  8  D.  &  II.  470;  5  B.  &  C.  9S3  ; 
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shall  be  and  enure,  88  to  such  of  the  premises  as  shall  be  so 
respectively  sold  and  disposed  of  or  conveyed  in  exchange, 
to  the  only  use  and  behoof  of  such  purchaser  or  purchasers, 
or  such  other  person  or  persons,  to  whom  they  shall  be 
so  respectively  sold,  disposed  of,  or  conveyed  in  exchange, 
and  of  his  or  their  heirs  and  assigns  respectively  for  ever." 
(Power  for  the  Earl  of  Chatham  and  Mr.  Pitt  to  apply 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  in  discharge  of  any  sums 
chai|^ed  upon  lands  conveyed  to  them  by  virtue  of  the 
trusts  of  the  term  of  1000  years.  Declaration  with  respect 
to  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  lands.  Such 
moneys  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  real  estates, 
to  be  held  on  the  same  uses,  and  to  be  invested  in  securities  in 
the  meanwhile.  Power  for  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  and  Dr. 
Turner  ZB  to  certain  lands  in  St.  Germains.)  Provided  also, 
that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  Lord  G.- 
Bishop  of  IaucoIh  and  J.  Turner ,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  by  and  with  such 
consent  and  approbation,  and  to  be  testified  in  manner 
aforesaid^  to  exchange  any  such  burgage,  messuage  or  mes* 

S  Biag^.  179,  it  a|>pears  to  have  stniction  woald  of  coarse  be  the 

been  held  thai  where  A,  and  B.,  same  if  J.,  instead  of  being  seised 

having  a  power  of  appointment  in  fee,  had  only  a  particular  estate. 

over  an  estate  of  which  A,  is  seised  It  appears  indeed  to  be  immaterial 

in  fieCySubject  to  the  power,  execute  whether  A.  has  any  estate  at  all ; 

lodentores  of  leave  and  release,  since  the  rule  of  constniction  most 

by  the  latter  of  which  it  is  witnes-  be  the  same  where  the  intention  of 

sed  that  ^.and  B.  du  bargain,  telly  the  parties  using  the  words  to  be 

reUaUy  direct,  limit  and  appoint  construed  is  the  same.    Now  the 

the  estate  to  C,  (in  his  actual  pos-  irUentian  of  A,,  in  using  words  by 

session  being  &c.)  habendum  unto  which  he  is  made  to  bargain,  sell, 

and  to  the  use  of  D.,  the  words  and  release  to  C.  to  the  use  of  !>., 

shall  be  read  distributively,  assign-  must  be  the  same,  whether  A,  be 

iog  those  in  italics  to  A.^  and  the  seised  of  an  estate  in  the  land  or 

others  to  A.  and  B.;  and  that  the  not.    The  principal  difficulty  seems 

conveyance  shall  operate,  as  the  to  be  where,  as  is  frequently  the 

bargain,  sale,  and  release  oi  A,  to  case,  the  words  of  appointment  to 

C.  to  the  use  of  D.,  and  as  the  ap-  C,  to  the  use  of  D.,  and  those  of 

pointment  of  A.  and  B.  immedi-  conveyance  to  C.  to  the  use  ofD. 

ately  to  the  ose  of  D,    The  effect  are  found  under  distinct  testatums 

of  which  is  to  vest  the  legal  estate  in  the  same  deed,  and  therefore 

in  D.,  (here,  in  the  Bishop  of  Lin-  would  appear  to  lead  to  contra- 

coln  and  Dr.  Turner.)    The  con*  dictory  results. 
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suages,  tenement  or  tenements,  in  the  said  borough  of  St. 
Germains  aforesaid,  for  any  other  burgage,  messuage  or 
messuages,  tenement  or  tenements,  in  the  same  borough, 
and  which  burgage  messuage,  messuage  or  messuages, 
tenement  or  tenements  to  be  taken  in  exchange,  shall  be 
thereupon  immediately  conveyed,  settled  and  limited  to 
such  and  the  same  uses,  upon  the  same  trusts  and  for  the 
same  intents  and  purposes  as  the  burgage,  messuage  or 
messuages,  tenement  or  tenements,  so  to  be  given  in  ex-^ 
change,  is  or  are  by  these  presents  limited  or  settled  (a). 
By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  5th  and  6th  August, 
1801,  the  release  being  made  between  the  said  John  Earl 
of  Chatham  and  William  Pitt,  of  the  first  part ;  the  said 
E»  C.  Lord  Eliot,  of  the  second  part ;  the  Honourable  John 
Eliot i  described  as  the  second  and  then  the  eldest  surviving 
son  of  the  said  £.  C.  Lord  Eliot ^  of  the  third  part;  and  Ed- 
ward  Whittaker,  Esq.  of  the  fourth  part.  After  containing  the 
following  recital :  And  whereas  by  the  said  indenture  it  is 
recited  that  the  said  E,  Whittaker  contracted  for  the  abso^ 
lute  purchase  of  the  messuage,  tenement,  lands,  &c.,  called 
Spout  Farm,  situate  at  8ic.,  for  the  sum  of  5550/.,  and  by  the 
said  indenture  it  is  also  recited,  that,  since  the  said  contract 
has  been  entered  into,  it  had  been  discovered  that  40  acres, 
part  of  the  said  farm,  was  of  copyhold  tenure,  which  having 
never  been  surrendered  to  or  vested  in  the  said  John  Earl  of 
Chatham  and  William  Pitt  upon  trust  to  sell  cannot  be 

(a)  It  appears  to  be  imposaible  never  contemplated  by  those  who 

to  reconcile  the  clauses  in  the  deed  framed  that  instrument.     This  is 

of  1791.   On  the  one  hand,  unless,  evident  from  the  attempt  to  vest  a 

as  the  Court  appear  to  have  held,  term  of  years  in  the  Bishop  of  lAn- 

the  whole  fee  vested  in  the  Earl  of  coin  and  Dr.  Turner,  firom  the  life 

Chatham  and  Mr.  Pitt,  the  6rst  estates  being  made  without  im- 

fimitation  to  them  and  their  heirs  peachment  of  waste,  and  from  tlieir 

mustbe  rejected  as  wholly  inopera-  being  protected  b^  the  interposi- 

tive  and  nugatory.    On  the  other  tion  of  trustees  to  preserve  contin- 

hand,  if  the  subsequent  limitations  gent  remainders.    All  which  three 

be  considered  as  creating  equitable  circumstances  are  inconsistent  with 

estates  only,  a  construction  is  put  any  intention  to  make  these  estates 

upon  the  deed  of  1791,  which  was  equitable. 
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included  io  the  said  contract  therein  mentioned ;  and  said        ^839. 

copjhold  part  of  the  said  farm  was  valued  at  the  sum  of         ^ 

690/.  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  same  should  be  deducted  v. 

frona  the  said  sum  of  5550/.  which  reduced  it  to  4860/.,  it     ^^®'>®"- 

is  witnessed  that  by  virtue  of  the  power  contained  in  the 

said  indenture  of  the  28th  day  of  June,  179U  and  of  all 

other  powers  whatsoever,  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 

4860/.  to  the  said  Lord  Chatham  and  Ifilliam  Pitt  paid 

by  the  said  E.  Whittaker,  and  for  the  consideration  therein 

expressed,  the  said  JoAn  Earl  of  Chathafmnd  William  Pitt, 

by  and  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  said  E.  C« 

Lord  Eliot  and  the  said  John  Eliot,  the  next  succeeding 

tenant  for  life,  testified  by  their  being  parties  to  the  now 

reciting  indenture,  and  signing,  sealing,  and  delivering  the 

same,  did  bargain,  sell,  alien,  release  and  confirm,  and  the 

said  £.  C  Lord  Eliot  and  the  said  John  Eliot  did  release, 

ratify  and  confirm  unto  the  said  E.  Whittaker,  his  heirs  and 

assigns,  all  that  freehold  messuage  or  tenement,  together 

with  the   cottages,  barns,  stables,  outhouses,  buildinga, 

court  yards,  backsides,  gardens,  and  orchards^  and  all  those 

several  freehold  closes,  pieces  or  parcela  of  arable,  meadow, 

pasture,  woodland  and  hop  ground  thereunto  belonging 

and  therewith  held,  used,  occupied  and  enjoyed,  containing 

together  by  estimation,  &c.  situate,  &c«  and  commonly 

called  or  known,  &e.  together  with  the  said  40  acres  of 

copyhold  land,  occupied  and  enjoyed  therewith  by  the  name 

of  the  Spout  Farm,  or  by  whatsoever  other  name,  &c.,  in 

the  tenure  or  occupation  of,  &c.  deceased,  or  his  assigns, 

under  a  lease  thereof,  granted  for  the  term  of  twenty-one 

years  from  Michaelmas,  1782,  and  the  reversion,  &c.,  and 

also  all  the  estate,  &c.,  to  hold  the  said  messuage,  &c.  unto 

and  to  the  use  of  the  said  £.  Whittaker,  his  heirs  and  assigns 

for  ever.     And  it  is  thereby  further  witnessed,  that  for  the 

better  and  more  effectually  conveying  and  assuring  the  said 

hereditaments  and  premisea  thereby  granted,  released  and 

confirmed,  and  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  power,  they  the 

said  John  Earl  of  Chatham  and  William  Pitt  (by  and  with 
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such  consent  and  approbation  of  the  said  £.  C.  Lord  EHoi 
and  John  Eliot  as  aforesaid,  testified  as  aforesaid,)  did 
thereby  revoke,  annul,  determine,  and  make  void  all  and 
every  the  uses,  estates,  limitations,  trusts,  powers  and  pro- 
visoes by  the  said  indenture  of  the  27th  and  28th  days  of 
June,  179  Iff  limited,  ejipressed  and  contained,  of  and  con- 
cerning the  same  pr/emises,  as  far  as  should  or  might  be 
requisite  for  the  effectual  conveying  and  assuring  thereof, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  now  reciting 
indenture,  did,  (with  such  consent  and  approbation  as  afore- 
said, testified  as  aforesaid)  thereby  limit  and  appoint  all  and 
singular  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  thereby  granted, 
released  and  confirmed,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  and  to 
the  use  of  the  said  £.  fVkittaker,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for 
ever.  And  it  was  by  the  now  reciting  indenture  declared 
that  the  said  premises  should,  from  the  date  thereof,  be  for 
ever  freed  and  discharged  from  all  the  uses,  estates,  limita- 
tions, powers  and  provisoes,  by  tbe  said  indentures  of  the 
27th  and  28th  days  of  June,  1791,  limited,  declared  and 
contained,  as  far  as  should  be  requisite,  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  same  and  all  fines  and  recoveries  of  the  said  pre« 
mises  should  enure,  as  concerning  the  same,  to  the  use  of 
the  said  E.  W/ntiaker,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  The 
said  indenture  of  the  6th  August,  1801,  is  duly  executed  by 
the  said  Earl  of  Chatham  and  William  Pitt,  E.  C.  Lord 
Eliot  and  John  Eliot,  and  attested  in  manner  required  by 
the  power  of  sale  and  exchange  contained  in  the  said  in- 
denture of  settlement  of  the  28th  June,  1791-  The  case 
then  set  out  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  27th  and  28tb 
January,  1802,  whereby  Edward  Whittaker  bargained,  sold, 
and  released  unto  Edward  Worger,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  part  of  the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered.  The 
question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  by  the  set- 
tlement of  the  27th  and  28th  June,  1791ff  a  term  of  1000 
years  having  been  created  and  limited  to  the  Right  Honour^ 
able  George  Lord  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  and  the  Most  Reverend 
Joseph  Turner,  D.  D«  they  were  material  and  necessary 


Haddoh. 
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parties  to  the  deeds  of  5th  and  6th  August^  1801^  or  whe- 
ther there  should  not  have  been  a  count  on  their  demise. 

Cornish  for  the  plaintiiF.  The  Bishop  of  Lincoln  and 
Dr.  Turner  were  not  necessary  parties  to  the  deed  of  1801, 
unless  the  estate  for  the  term  of  1000  years  was  in  them* 
The  conveyance  of  1791  operated  as  an  appointment  to  the 
Earl  of  Chatham  and  William  Piit  in  fee,  and  all  the  sub- 
sequent limitations  became  trust  estates.  Secondly.  The 
uses  created  by  the  deed  of  1791  were  overreached  and 
defeated  by  the  revocation  contained  in  the  deed  of  1801. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  had  proceeded  thus  far  in 
bis  argument,  when  it  was  perceived  that  the  counsel  for 
the  defendants  was  not  in  Court.  Upon  which,  the 
Court,  being  clearly  of  opinion  with  the  plaintiff,  gave 
him  judgment  niii,  which,  on  a  subsequent  day,  after  hear- 
ing a  few  observations  from  Chiity  for  the  defendants, 
was  made  absolute. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiff. 


Clement  v.  Chives,  in  Error. 

Error  upon  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Common  A  written  or 

Pleas.    The  second  count  stated  that  Clement,  the  defend-  ^^^^  P£g 

wl  below,  and  plaintiff  in  error,  published  in  a  certain  that  il.  has 

.     ..  ,  11  J         1*  •  J  been  guilty  of 

newspaper,  a  certam  false,  scandalous,  and  malicious  and  g^ss  miscon- 

defamatory  libel,  of  and  concerning  Chives,  the  plaintiff  3ac'  'J^^""^" 

below,  and  defendant  in  error,  containing  therein,  amongst  a  barefaced 

other  things,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defama-  JJ^uJjm." 

tory  matter  following,  of  and  concerning  Chives:  that  is  to 

Mj, "  Greenwich  Coachmen. — ^The  insolence  of  the  Green- 

vich  coachmen  and  their  cads  becomes  intolerable.     Our 

Botice  haa  been  called  to  Thomas  Chives,  (meaning,  &c.) 

and  his  cad,  who  on  Tuesday  last  insulted  two  females  and 


1 


^28 


1899^. 


CASES  IN  THE  KING's  BENCH, 

some  gentlenieQ,  who  were  outside  passengers,  in  the  most 
barefaced  manoer."  Piea,  not  guilty,  to  the  whole  decla- 
ration. General  verdict  of  guilty,  with  5L  damages;  and 
a  general  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  below.  The  error 
assigned  was,  that  the  second  count  (a)  did  not  disclose 
any  sufficient  cause  of  action. 


Piatt t  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  libel  not  being  laid 
to  have  been  spoken  with  reference  to  the  business  of  a 
coachman,  nor  appearing  to  have  been  attended  with  special 
damage,  this  count  cannot  be  supported  (6).    The  mis- 


* 


'  (a)  The  damages  being  general, 
the  judgment  below  could  not  be 
supported  unless  aU  the  counts 
were  good.  If,  however,  the  Court 
of  Error  bad  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  this  second  count  was 
bad,  it  would  have  become  mate- 
rial to  inquire  if  any  of  the  other 
counts  could  be  supported,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  a  venirt  de 
novo  should  be  awarded.  In  Fither 
y,Clementf(ante,\.  281;  7  B.&C. 
459,)  no  such  inquiry  was  made, 
the  Court  awarding  a  venire  de 
novo  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
counts  not  objected  to  in  argument 
were  good,  though  en'or  was  as- 
signed upon  those  counts  also. 
After  the  trial  upon  the  venire  de 
novoj  the  Court,  however,  was  of 
opinion  that  these  counts  were  also 
insufficient.  This  proceeding  would 
have  been  rendered  unnecessary,  if 
the  whole  record  had  been  inspect- 
ed, and  a  general  judgment  of  re  vei^ 
sal  pronounced  in  the  first  instance. 
(Jf)  In  civi/ proceedings  the  ques- 
tion of  libel  or  no  libel  appears  to 
be  in  all  cases  matter  of  law  for 
the  decision  of  the  Court,  though 
it  is  enacted  and  declared  by  Mr. 
Fox's  act,  (32  Geo.  3,  c.  60,)  « that 


upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  or 
information  for  a  libel,  the  jury 
maj^  give  a  general  verdict  of  guilty 
or  not  guilty  upon  the  whole  mat- 
ter put  in  issue,  and  shall  not  be 
required  or  directed  by  the  Court 
to  find  the  defendant  guilty  merely 
on  the  proof  of  the  publication, 
and  of  the  sense  ascribed  to  the 
same  in  the  indictment  or  infor- 
mation." In  a  civU  action  the 
plaintiff  must  shew  the  publication 
of  the  allq^ed  libel,  and  must  prove 
every  material  inducement  and  in- 
nuendo. After  be  has  done  this,  it 
is  conceived  that  unless  some  fact 
be  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, tending  to  shew  that  the 
publication  took  place  under  cir- 
cumstances which  rendered  it  jus- 
tifiable, the  plaintiff  is  entided  to 
call  upon  the  judge  who  presides  to 
direct  the  jury  authoritatively,  and 
upon  his  own  responsibility,  whe- 
ther the  matter  published  is  or  is 
not  a  libel,  without  leaving  it  to  the 
jury  to  form  any  opinion  as  to  the 
tendency  of  the  publication,  or  the 
intention  of  the  publisher.  Mr. 
Fox's  act  was  founded  upon  a  jea- 
lousy of  the  controul  exercised  by 
political  judges  over  juries  opon 
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conduct  charged  in  the  libel  is,  having  insulted  some  person ;         1829. 

which  could  not  subject  the  party  either  to  an  action  or  to      ^ 

n  T    w  -1  Clememt 

an  indictment.     [Parke,  J.  It  charges  the  party  with  gross 

misconduct.]     That  charge  is  afterwards  explained. 


V. 

Chive$« 


Chitty  coDtrsl,  referred  to  3  Bac.  Abr.  Libel  (A  2). 

Cur,  adv»  vult. 


Bayley,  J.  on  a  subsequent  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — There  is  a  marked  distinction  in  the  cases 
between  verbal  and  written  slander;  the  latter  being  usually 
attended  with  more  premeditation,  and  being  productive 
of  more  extensive  and  permanent  injury  than  the  former. 
In  King  v.  Lake  (a),  where  the  libel  charged  the  plaintiff 
with  having  presented  a  petition  "  stuffed  with  illegal  asser- 
tions, ineptitudes,  and  imperfections,  clogged  with  gross 
ignorances,  absurdities,  and  solecisms,''  Lord  Hale  said, 
"  that  although  such  general  words  spoken  once,  without 
writing  or  publishing  them,  would  not  be  actionable,  yet 
here  their  being  written  and  published,  which  contains  mOre 


the  trial  of  offences  commonly  of 
a  political  character,  and  where 
no  bill  of  exceptions  would  lie. 
But  the  application  of  the  same 
rale  to  civil  actions  would  not  only 
introduce  great  uncertainty  and 
confusion,  but  would  deprive  the 
subject  of  the  chief  protection 
which  he  at  present  enjoys.  As 
the  law  DOW  stands,  if  the  judge 
at  nisi  prins  holds  that  to  be  a 
libei  which  ought  not  to  be  so 
held,  the  defendant  may  secure 
the  revision  of  that  opinion  hy  a 
higlier  tribunal,  by  tendering  a  bill 
of  exceptions.  So  if  that  be  held 
to  be  no  libel  which  is  conceived  in 
point  oflaw  to  amount  to  a  libel,  the 
ptaiotiiTmay  save  himself  in  like 

VOL.  IV. 


manner.  But  the  transferring  of  the 
question  of  libel  or  no  libel  from 
the  Court  to  the  jury,  would,  in 
the  great  majority  of  cases,  have  the 
effect  of  depriving  the  party  of  his 
constitutional  remedy  against  that 
which  he  may  consider  an  illega) 
decision,  and  of  thereby  giving  in 
reality  to  the  judge  at  nisi  print 
that  power  which  it  nominally 
vested  in  the  jury.  There  do  n(»t 
appear  to  be  many  civil  cases  in 
the  books  in  which  this  point  has 
arisen,  but  the  decisions  in  crimi- 
nal cases  before  the  statute  seem, 
for  the  reason  above  stated,  to 
apply  with  still  greater  force  to 
civil  proceedings. 
(a)  Hardres,470. 
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malice,  they  are  actionable.  In  Cropp  v.  Tilney  (a).  Lord 
Holt  says,  "  Scandalous  matter  is  not  necessary  to  make  a 
libel.  It  is  enough  if  the  defendant  induces  an  ill  opinion 
to  be  had  of  the  plaintiff,  or  to  make  him  contemptible  and 
ridiculous."  So  Hawkins  (b)  defines  a  libel  as  ''  a  malicious 
defamation  expressed  in  printing  or  in  writing,  tending  to 
blacken  the  memory  of  one  who  is  dead,  or  the  reputation 
of  one  who  is  alive,  and  to  expose  him  to  public  hatred, 
contempt,  or  ridicule**  This  distinction  is  recognized  io 
Villers  v.  Monsley{c),  J' Anson  v.  Stuart  (d).  Bell  v.  Stone(e), 
Thorlejf  v.  Earl  of  Kerry  (/),  and  in  the  late  case  of  BAberi-^ 
sonv.  M*DougalHg).  Here  the  libel  is  evidently  calculated 
to  bring  the  party  into  hatred  and  contempt. 


Judgment  affirmed. 


(a)  3  Siiik.  S35. 

(b)  iHawk,  P.C.c.73,8.1. 

(c)  S  Wilson,  403. 

(d)  1  T.  R.  748. 

(e)  1  Bos.  &  Pall.  SSI. 
(/)  4  Taunt.  366. 

(g)  4  Bingh.  670;    1  M.  &  P. 


692.  And  see  Au$lin  y.  CulpepcTf 
2  Show,  814,  Skion.  123;  Harmon 
V.  Delant/j  2Stra.  898;  Bradley  v. 
Methwyn^  Selw.  N.  P.  7th  edit 
4100,  n. ;  see  also  Cnfi  v.  Bmte^ 
1  Wins.  Saund.  S48,n.  (S> 


Pellew  V.  Hundred  of  East  Wonford. 

A  termor,  and  OASE,  on  9  Geo.  I,  c.  22,  for  damage  by  fire  to  certain 
seised  ofthe     barns  and  outhouses,  being  at  the  time  of  the  fire  in  the 

freehold  sub-    occupation  of  John  Otton.  the  reversion  thereof,  after  a 
jecttotfae  f  '     . 

term,  may        certam  term  of  years,  belonging  to  the  plaintiflT.     At  the 
each  recover 

damages  to  the  extent  of  200/.  against  the  hundred  for  the  injury  resulting  from  a  felo- 
nious burning  in  respect  of  their  possessionary  and  reversionary  interests. 

Where  the  reversioner  sues,  no  servant  of  his  having  had  the  care  of  the  premises,  be 
is  the  proper  person  to  give  in  an  examination. 

The  examinant  is  not  bound  to  state  mere  suspicions  entertained,  by  him  as  to  tbo 
persoa  who  committed  the  ofience,  unless  interrelated  thereto  by  the  magistrate. 

The  two  days  allowed  by  9  Geo.  1,  c.  82,  for  giving  notice  of  the  offence,  were  held 
to  be  exclusive  ofthe  day  on  which  the  fire  happens. 
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trial  before  Park,  J.  at  the  Exeter  spring  asaizes,  I827i  (<k) 
the  plaintiff  was  noDsuited,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this. 
Court  on  the  following  case : — ^The  plaintiff,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  fires  hereinafter  mentioned^  was  and  still  in 
the  proprietor  of  an  estate  called  Canont^ign,  in  the  parish 
of  Christow,   and  within  the  hundred  of  Woiiford  and 
county  of  Devon.     Upon  this  estate  stood  a  large  hou9e| 
formerly   a  mansion,  but  for  many  years  past  used  as  a 
form-house;  and  this  house,  with  an  extensive  range  of 
barns  and  other  outhouses  belonging  thereto,  foriped  the 
barton  (6)  of  Canonteign*      The  house,  barns,  and  out? 
houses,  except  one  stable,  and  another  of  the  x>atbouses 
used  as  a  dog-kennel,  long  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
fire  were  in  possession  of  John  OUan,  as  tenant  to  the 
plaintiff,  Otton,  with  his  wife  and  family,  residing  in  the 
house,  and  occupying  the  greater  part  of  it.     The  other 
part  of  the  house  was  occupied  by  John  Pennington,  tlie 
plaintiff's  gamekeeper,  who  had  lived  there  some  yeara 
with  his  wife  and  family;  Pennington  also  used  tlie  stable 
and  dog-kennel,  but  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  other  out-* 
houses.    The  plaintiff  himself  resided  at  Stokelake,  in  the 
parish   of  Hennock,  about  four  miles  from  Canoi)teign. 
On  the  morning  of  Saturday,  July  9,  1825,  the  plaintiff^ 
with  some  other  gentlemen,  his  friends,  went  from  Stoke* 
lake  to  Canonteign  barton,  and  taking  Pennington  with 
them  were  afterwards  engaged  in  shooting  rabbits  ip  a  part 
of  the  estate  distant  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the 
barton,  on  the  top  of  a  high  hill  which  commanded  a  view 
of  the  mansion  and  of  all  the  outbuildings^     While  they 
were  so  engaged,  at  about  two  o'clock,  p.  m.  fires  were 
observed  to  break  out  in  several  parts  of  the  premises;  firs^ 
in  one  of  the  barns,  and  then  in  another  bam  4i9tant  300 
yards  firom  the  first;  afterwards  in  the  dog-kennei|  which 
was  separated  from  the  last-mentioned  barn,  and  then  in 

(a)  Counsel    for   the    plaintiff,  (6)  Ju  the  West  of  England  this 

Coigridlge  and  Praed ;  for  the  de-      word  signifies  a  farm  homestead. 
fendaiit,  Wii4€y  Serj.,  and  Carter.      Vide  Spelman^  Barton  U  Bertona* 

k2 
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Other  of  the  outbuildings.     The  fires  were  imtnedtately 
fteen  by  the  plaintiff,  and  he,  as  well  as  the  persons  with 
him,  hastened  to  the  spot,  and  were  actively  employed  for 
a  considerable  time  in   endeavouring  to  extinguish    the 
flame$.     The  bams  and  outhouses  were,  however,  burnt 
down.    The  plaintiff  did  not  leave  the  place  till  about  five 
o'clock,  p.m.  when  it  was  supposed  the  fire  had  been  sub- 
dued; but  it  broke  out  again  in  some  of  the  ruins,  and  was 
burning  a  little  between  one  and  two  o'clock  in  the  follow- 
ing morning.     On  the  day  of  the  fire,  and  long  before, 
Otton,  his  wife  and  family,  and  Pennington  and  his  wife 
and  family,  were  living  upon  the  premises  as  aforesaid, 
and  Otton  had  in  his  employ  upon  the  premises  seve- 
ral farming  servants.      Oiton   and  several  other  persons 
known  to  the  plaintiff  were  present  in  the  barton,  amongst 
the   buildings,   when  the  fire  broke   out,  and   when  the 
plaintiff,  his  friends  and  Pennington,  came  there  from,  the 
hill ;  and  one  of  those  persons,  not  a  servant  of  Ottoh'Sf 
shortly  afterwards  discovered  a  ball  of  flax  on  fire  under 
some  straw  in  one  of  the  outbuildings  not  then  in  flames, 
of  which  fact  the  plaintiff  was  then  informed.     The  damage 
done  to  the  barns  and  other  outhouses  in  the  possession  of 
Otton  greatly  exceeded  200/.,  and  the  fire  was  wilful  and 
malicious.     The  plaintiff,  on  the  evening  of  the  same  day, 
after  his  return  home,  mentioned  to  one  of  his  friends  the 
name  of  a  person  whom  he  suspected  to  be  the  author  of 
the  fire,  and  he  retained  the  same  suspicion  long  after  the 
time  of  his  examination  hereinafter  mentioned.     On  Mon- 
day, July  11,  notice  of  the  offence  was  given  by  the  plaintiff 
to  four  inhabitants  of  the  village  of  Christow,  that  being 
the  nearest  village  to  Canonteign,  and  in  the  same  parish. 
On  the  14th  of  the  same  month  the  plaintiff  gave  in  his 
examination  upon  oath  to  a  magistrate  of  the  county,  being 
the  magistrate  resident  nearest  to  Canonteign,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from  that  place.    The 
examination  stated,  that  "  on  Saturday  last,  the  9th  day  of 
this  instant  July,  the  bams  and  outhouses,  part  of  the 
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bartou  of  Canonteign,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Christow,  in 
the  hundred  of  Wonford  and  said  county  of  Devon,  and 
DOW  in  the  possession  of  John  Otton,  and  the  property  of 
him  the  said  Pownali  Bastard  Pellew,  were  unlawfully, 
wilfully,  maliciously,  and  feloniously  set  on  fire ;  and  this- 
deponent  further  saith,  that  he  does  not  know  the  person  or 
persons  who  committed  the  said  offence,  or  any  of  them. 

Pownali  Bastard  Pellew:' 

No  other  person  was  examined. 

At  the  following  Christmas  Otton  gave  up  his  interest  in 
the  estate,  and  the  plaintiff  took  possession  of  it.  The 
repairs  which  have  been  done  to  the  buildings  injured  or ' 
destroyed  by  the  fires,  have  been  done  under  the  plaintiff's 
orders,  and  at  his  expense.  The  offenders  have  not  been 
apprehended  and  convicted  of  the  above-mentioned  offencoi 
nor  any  one  of  them  (a).  This  action  was  commenced 
against  the  hundred  within  one  year  next  after  the  offence 
had  been  committed. 
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Praed,  for  the  plaintiff.  Four  objections  were  raised 
to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  in  this  action.  First,  it 
was  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  was  incapable  of  suing,  being 
merely  a  reversioner ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  plaintiff 
is  within  the  words  of  the  act,  which  are  very  large,  and 
extend  to  every  person  sustaining  damage  (6).  The  plaintiff 
has  sustained  damage.  The  repairs  were  done  at  his 
expense,  and  he  has  paid  the  amount.  This  act  is  reme* 
dial,  and  is  to  receive  a  liberal  construction;  though  it  was 
contended  at  the  trial,  that  as  against  the  hundred  the  pro- 
ceeding is  to  be  considered  as  penal.  The  same  act  may 
be  both  penal  and  remedial.     Bones  v.  Booth  (c),  Ratcliffe 


(a)  Oiion  was  tried  for  arson  on 
the  prosecution  of  Captain  Pellew, 
iod  was  acquitted. 

{b)  By  9  Geo.  l,c.22,s.  7,  the  re- 
medy is  giveo  "  to  all  and  every 
<he   penon  and  persons  for  the 


damages  they  shall  have  sustained 
or  suffered.'^  The  corresponding 
words  in  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  SI,  s.  S, 
are,  **  to  the  person  or  persons  dam* 
nified  by  the  offence.* 
(c)  «  W.  Bla.  1226. 
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V.  Eden{a\  Hifdev.  Coganib).  In  the  Riot  Act(c)  the 
words  are  not  so  strong.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  You  need 
not  labour  that  point.  It  is  penal  as  far  as  respects  the 
offender^  but  remedial  as  against  the  hundred.]  fVilmat 
V-  Hottan  (d),  Serjt.  Williams's  note  to  Pomfrei  v. RicroJt{t\ 
The  hundred  cannot  set  up  a  contract  between  the  plaintiff 
and  his  lessee.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  It  does  not  appear 
that  there  was  any  contract.  Bayley,  J.  I  believe  there 
are  many  cases  in  which  the  reversioner  has  sned.]  The 
question  came  before  the  Court  in  The  Duke  cf  ^omiet^'i. 
Hundred  cf  Mere  (f),  but  the  decision  proceeded  upon  a 
different  point.  In  Jefferson  v.  Jefferson  (g),  it  was  said  to 
be  unreasonable  to  compel  the  party  to  wait  until  the  rever- 
sionary interest  became  vested  in  possession.  It  would  be 
equally  unreasonable  here.  The  plaintiff  sustained  imme- 
diate damage ;  for  if  be  had  wished  to  seH  he  cooM  not 
have  obtained  so  large  a  price.  That  is  a  sufBcietit  cause 
of  action.  Jesser  v.  Gifford  (A). 

The  defendant's  second  objection  was,  that  the  two  days 
for  giving  the  notice  are  both  exclusive,  and  that  the  notice 
not  having  been  given  till  the  Monday  was  too  late.    This 
objection  is  founded  upon  a  note  of  Mr,  Serjt.  Williams  to 
Pinkney  v.  Inhabitants  de  Roteland{f),  where*  upon  27 
Eliz.  c.  IS,  s.  9»  which  requires  the  action  against  the  hun- 
dred for  a  robbery  under  the  statute  of  Hue  and  Cry,  (13 
EdwA,  stat.^yC.  1  &£,)  to  be  brought  within  one  year  after 
^uch  robbery,  it  is  stated  to  have  been  adjudged  in  Norris  v. 
Hundred  ofGuwtry{k),  that  the  day  when  the  robbery  was 
committed  is  to  be  included  in  the  year;  as  if  a  robbery  be 
committed  on  the  9th  of  October,  the  action  must>  at  the 
latest,  be  brought  on  the  6th  October  following.    But  in 
Nesham  v.  Armstrong  (I)  notice  was  given  on  the  22d  of 


(a)  Cowp.  485. 

(6)  Doug).  699. 

(c)  1  Geo.  1,  stat.2,  c.  5. 

((/)  Doogl.  70«,n.(3). 

(c)  1  Wras.  Saund.  S«l. 

(/)4B.&C.167;6D.&R.24r. 


(g)  3  Levinz,  130. 
(A)  4  Burr.  2141. 
(i)  2  Wins.  Saund.  375,  n.  (3). 
(A)  Hob.  139, 

(0Holt,N.P.C.4€6,l  B.&A. 
146. 
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March,  where  the  fire  was  on  the  £Oth.  That  case  arose 
ipoD  this  very  statute  of  9  Geo.  I,  and  no  objection  was 
taken  by  Richardwn,  who  argued  for  the  defendant  that  the 
notice  was  not  in  time.  He  appears  not  to  have  thought 
the  point  arguable.  The  statute  of  uses  (a)  requires  inden- 
tares  of  bargain  and  sale  to  be  inrolled  within  six  months ; 
opot)  which  Lord  Coke  says  (b),  **  so  as  the  date  itself  is 
taken  eiclusive/'  The  1 7  Geo.  3,  c.  26,  requiring  memo- 
rials of  aaDuities  to  be  inrolled  within  20  day8(c)»  has  been 
construed  to  exclude  the  day  of  execution.  Fallon,  ex 
farte{i).  In  Lester  v.  Garland,  (e)  the  cases  were  reviewed 
by  Grant,  M.  R.,  and  the  conclusion  at  which  be  arrived 
was  this,  that  the  day  of  the  act  done  is  to  be  excluded, 
unless  the  party  to  be  affected  by  the  computation  be  party 
or  privy  to  such  act.  Here  the  effect  of  treating  Saturday 
as  oae  of  the  two  days  would  be  to  throw  back  the  act 
done  to  the  Friday.  Duncan  v.  Carlton  (/).  IBayley,  J. 
It  has  been  held,  upon  the  statute  of  William  (g),  that  the 
five  days  are  to  be  considered  as  five  times  24  hours.] 

The  third  objection  was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
proper  person  to  give  in  an  examination;  and  for  this  two 
cases  are  relied  on,  Nesham  v.  Armstrong  (A),  and  The  Duke 
of  Somerset  v.  Hundred  of  Mere  (t).  In  the  former  case  the 
objectioD  was,  that  the  partner  was  not  examined.  {.Bay- 
ley,  J,  There  the  examinant  confined  himself  to  saying 
that  ke  did  not  know.]  Lord  Ellenborough  says,  "  Looking 
at  the  object  of  the  act  of  parliament,  it  is  clear  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  the  hundred  should  have  the  know- 
ledge of  all  the  parties  claiming  the  benefit  of  that  act.  It 
may  be  true,  that  as  far  as  respects  property,  the  posses- 
sion of  one  joint  tenant  is  the  possession  of  all.  But  it 
does  not  thence  follow  that  the  knowledge  of  one  is  the 

(a)  27  Hen,  8,  c.  16. 

(b)  9  Inst.  674. 

(c)  17  Ceo.  3,  c.  26,  8.  3;  now 
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30  days  by  53  Geo.  3,  c.  141. 
(rf)  5  T.  R.  283. 
(«)  15  Ves.241. 


(/)  4  D.  &Ri  391,  2B.  &C. 
798. 

(g)  2W.^  3f.  8ess.l,c.5. 

(A)  Holt  N.  P. C.  460,  1B.&A. 
146. 

{})  4  B.  &  C.167 ;  6  D.  &  R.  247. 
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knowledge  of  all ;  this  act  confers  a  benefit  on  certain  coo* 
ditions,  one  of  which  is,  that  the  party  claiming  such 
benefit  must  make  oath  whether  he  or  they  have  any  know- 
ledge of  the  persons  that  committed  such  act/'  In  The 
Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Mere  the  premises  were  in  the  actual 
care  of  a  servant;  but  the  only  person  examined  was  the 
steward,  who  had  not  the  care  of  the  property,  but  lived  at 
a  distance.  Here  there  was  no  servant  in  charge  of  out- 
houses and  barns  wh^ch  were  destroyed.  The  plaintiff 
could  not  compel  the  tenant  to  go  before  the  magistrates, 
nor  had  the  latter  any  power  of  sending  for  him.  They 
were  acting  only  ministerially.  Helier  v.  Hundred  of  Ben- 
hurst  (a). 

The  fourth  point  taken  is  as  to  the  matter  of  the  exami- 
nation; and  it  is  objected  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  static  that 
he  entertained  suspicion  of  the  offender.  It  is  necessary 
that  the  examinaut  should  state  whether  he  knows  who  the 
offender  is.  Thurtell  v.  Hundred  of  Mutford  (6).  That  is 
all  that  the  act  requires;  and,  as  was  said  in  IVilliam  King  v* 
'Inhabitants  of  Bishop's  Sutton  {c),  it  is  dangerous  to  go  out 
of  the  words  of  the  act.  In  Nesham  v.  Armstrong  the 
same  objection  might  have  been  taken.  Indeed  scarcely 
any  case  can  be  supposed  in  which  the  examinant  does  not 
entertain  some  slight  suspicion.  But  it  is  not  usual  to 
state  these  suspicions,  and  their  disclosure  might  be  attended 
with  dangerous  consequences.  Besides,  though  it  is  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  had  suspicious  before  and  after,  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that  he  entertained  those  suspicions 
at  the  time  of  the  examination. 


Follett  contri.  Upon  the  first  point  the  defendant  does 
not  contend  that  a  reversioner  has  not  such  an  interest  as 
will  in  general  entitle  him  to  maintain  an  action,  but  he 
denies  that  he  has  such  a  right  given  him  by  this  act;  and 
he  submits  that  the  word  "  persons"  is  not  to  be  applied  to 
distinct  interests,  but  must  be  confined  to  persons  jointly  in- 
(fl)  Cro.  Car.  211.  (6)  3  East,  400.  (c)  2  Stm.  1247. 
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terested.  Only  one  offence  has  been  committed.  Suppose, 
under  the  Riot  Act'(a)»  which  contains  no  limitation  in  point 
of  time,  a  tenant  were  to  bring  his  action  and  recover  £00/, 
io  respect  of  the  possessory  interest,  there  would  be  no 
mode  of  apportioning  this  £00/.  between  the  tenant  and  the 
reversioner,  and  yet  the  hundred  cannot  be  liable  to  two 
penalties  in  respect  of  one  offence.  The  property  must  be 
set  fire  to  out  of  malice  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  and 
the  malice  will  be  taken  to  be  against  the  person  in  posses-* 
sion.  Curtis  v.  Hundred  of  Godley  (i).  This  is  a  penal 
statute.  In  The  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Mere  the  point  was 
Uken  at  the  bar,  and  left  undecided.  One  of  the  objects 
of  the  statute  was  to  stimulate  the  party  to  proceed  by 
indictment,  which  the  reversioner  cannot  do.  This  appears 
by  the  first  section. 

Upon  the  second  point  it  may  be  observed,  that  the 
cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff  are  not  upon  this  act,  but  upon 
others  which  are  differently  worded.  As  the  law  was  un* 
derstood  to  be  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act,  notice 
should  have  been  given  in  this  case  on  the  Sunday.  Norris 
y.  Hundred  qfGawtry(c),  Bellasis  v,  Hester {d),  The  King 
V.  Jdderley  (e).  So  in  £  Wms.  Saund.  379,  (3),  both  days 
are  considered  inclusive.  [Parke,  J.  referred  to  Glassing^ 
ton  V.  Rawlim  if)»^ 

Upon  the  third  point,  it  will  not  be  denied  that  if  the 
plaintiff  was  a  proper  person  to  bring  the  action,  he  was  a 
proper  person  to  be  examined.  But  it  is  submitted  that 
he  was  not  the  only  person.  If  the  reversioner's  examina- 
tion were  sufficient,  this  provision  of  the  statute  would  be 
rendered  nugatory.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  Suppose  the 
servant  set  fire  to  the  house  and  was  burnt.]  The  true 
construction  of  the  clause  seems  to  be  "  person  injured/' 
if  he  has  the  care  of  the  property,  or  "  servants"  where  they 
have  the  care  of  it.     The  reversioner  could  in  the  ordinary 
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(«)  1  Geo,  1y9tat.9,  s.  5. 

(()  3  B.  &  C.  248;  5  D.  &R.  73. 

(c)  Hob.  139. 


{d)  1  Ld.  Raym.  280. 
(e)  DoQgl.  463. 
(/)  3  East,  40r. 
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course  of  things  have  no  means  of  knowing  who  had  set 
fire  to  the  property.  [Bayley,  J.  The  Dnke  of  Somerset  v. 
Mere  onlj  shews  that  where  you  resort  to  the  servant,  that 
servant  must  appear  to  have  the  charge  of  the  property.] 
That  was  the  decision  in  the  particular  case^  but  the  rea- 
soning is  of  a  more  general  character.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. 
If  you  are  right  upon  this  point,  you  exdude  the  reversioner 
altogether.]  The  plaintiff  does  not  give  the  hundred  that 
information  which  will  enable  them  to  prosecute  within  the 
six  months.  This  is  founded  on  the  principle  of  the  old 
law,  that  the  hundred  should  not  be  liable  where  the  means 
of  convicting  the  offender  were  withheld. 

Upon  the  fourth  point,  it  is  submitted  that  the  object 
was  to  enable  the  hundred  to  find  out  the  offender.  The 
plaintiff  was  therefore  bound  to  communicate  his  suspi- 
cions. He  might  safely  swear  that  he  did  not  know  who 
the  offender  was,  unless  he  actually  saw  the  felonious  act 
done.  fV.  King  v.  Hundred  of  Bishop's  Sutton  merely 
shews,  that  saying  *'  I  suspect,"  without  stating  whether  I 
know  or  not,  is  insufficient.  It  was  there  said,  that  the 
proper  course  would  have  been  to  say,  **  I  suspect,  but  I 
do  not  know."  If  the  plaintiff  be  in  a  condition  to  sue,  it  is 
admitted  that  he  must  be  entitled  to  the  whole  200/. 


Praed,  in  reply.  The  statute  9  Geo.  l,c.'22,s. 7, provides 
that  no  person  shall  recover  more  than  200/.,  but  does  not 
restrict  the  liability  of  the  hundred  to  that  sum.  Jackson  v. 
Hundred  of  Calesworth  (a).  Here,  however,  it  is  too  late 
for  the  tenant  to  bring  an  action.  If  the  legislature  bad 
intended  to  narrow  the  time  for  giving  notice  in  the  way 
the  defendant  contends,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  8ay» 
"  on  the  same  day  or  the  next"  [Littledale^  J.  While  the 
fire  continued  the  damage  could  not  be  ascertained ;  the 
examination,  therefore,  could  not  be  completed.  Fotiett^ 
The  order  of  the  words  shews  that  the  barns  were  burnt 
before  the  parties  left  the  spot.]  The  person  who  was  in 
(o)  IT.R.  71. 
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^  assession  at  the  tittte  of  the  loss  may  not  have  been  iiviog 
on  the  premises/  and  maj  know  nothing  about  die  matter. 
The  condition  precedent  imposed  by  the  statute  is,  that 
the  examinant  shall  state  whether  he  knows  who  committed 
the  offence  or  not.  That  condition  being  performed,  the 
magistrates  may,  if  they  think  proper,  make  further  inqairies. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  a  8ub8e<iiieDt  day  Liord  Tenteebbk,  C.  J.  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  G>Qrt 

The  first  objection  taken  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
in  this  action  was,  that  he  was  not  in  possession,  but  merely 
a  reveraioner.  The  7th  section  of  9G€a.  l,c.£2,  gives  a 
remedy  *^to  all  and  every  the  person  and  persons  injured"(d)» 
No  dastinctton  is  made  between  a  party  in  possession 
and  a  reversioner;  and  I  see  nothing  to  restrain  each  from 
recovering  to  the  eitent  of  9O0L 

The  second  (i)  objection  was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
the  proper  person  to  be  examined.  By  the  8th  section  no 
person  or  persons  shall  be  enabled  to  recover  any  damages 
by  virtue  of  this  act,  unless  he  or  they,  by  themselves  or 
their  servants,  within  two  days  after  sncb  damage  or  injury 
done  him  or  them  by  any  such  offender  or  offenders  as 
aforesaid,  shall  give  notice,  &c.  (c).  If  the  plaintiff  was  not 
the  proper  person,  it  would  follow  that  no  person  could  be 
exaoiinod,  for  no  servant  of  the  plaintiff  had  the  care  of  the 
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(d)  See  the  corresponding  pro- 
vision in  7  It  8  Ge&.  4,  cap.  31, 
M€t.  3,  anUf  133,  note  {b). 

(6)  This  objection  was  called 
the  third  by  counsel  during  the 
ftt^Qinefit. 

(c)  The  words  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  31,  8. 3,  are, ''  unless  the  person 
or  persons  damnified,  or  such  of 
theux  as  shall  have  knowledge  of 
the  dicumstanccs  of  the  ofibnce, 
or  the  servant  or  servants  who  had 
the  eare  of  the  property  damaged, 
shall,  within  seven  days  after  the 


Pellew 
East 

WONVORD. 


commission  of  the  offence,  go  be- 
fore some  justice  of  the  peace  re- 
siding near  and  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  place  where  the  offence 
shall  have  been  committed,  and 
shall  state  upon  oath  before  such 
justice  the  name  of  the  offender  or 
offenders,  if  known,  and  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  examination  of  such 
jusdce  touching  the  circumstances 
of  the  offence,  and  shall  becora^ 
bound  by  recognizance  before  him 
to  prosecute  such  offenders  when 
apprehended.'' 
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premises.  The  statute  is  in  the  alteraative,  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  proper  person  to  be  ex* 
amined;  though  where  a  servant  has  the  care  of  the  pre* 
mises,  and  the  owner  knows  nothing  of  the  transaction,  the 
servant  ought  to  be  examined. 

The  third  (a)  objection  was,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  dis- 
close his  suspicion.  The  examination  states  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  know  who  the  offender  was,  but  it  is  contended 
that  he  ought  to  have  communicated  the  suspicion  which  he 
appears  to  have  entertained.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act 
which  makes  it  necessary  to  state  a  bare  suspicion.  The 
magistrate  may  examine  and  sift  the  matter,  but  the  exami-> 
nant  cannot  be  bound  to  state  mere  suspicions,  without  mat- 
terof fact tosupport them.  Suchastatementmightdoinjury 
in  more  ways  than  one.  It  might  affect  the  character  of  an 
innocent  man,  and  it  might  enable  a  guilty  party  to  escape. 

The  fourth  (6)  objection  was,  that  the  notice  should  have 
been  given  on  the  Sunday.  It  is  quite  impossible  to  recon- 
cile the  cases,  or  to  deduce  any  clear  principle  from  them. 
In  Lester  v.  Garland,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that 
the  Court  should  look  to  the  circumstances  of  each  parti- 
cular case,  and  that  one  rule  for  ascertaining  whether  the 
day  on  which  the  act  is  done  should  be  included  or  not,  is 
to  see  whether  the  act  is  to  be  done  by  the  party  against 
whom  the  computation  is  made.  We  think  that  this  rule 
may  be  applied  to  this  statute.  Here  the  notice  is  to  be 
given  by  a  party  who  may  be  wholly  ignorant  of  the  act 
with  reference  to  which  the  computation  is  to  be  made. 
A  contrary  construction  would  very  much  narrow  the  remedy 
which  it  was  the  object  of  this  statute  to  give  to  the  party 
injured.  If,  instead  of  two  days,  the  act  had  given  only  one 
day  after  such  damage  or  injury  done,  it  could  hardly  have 
been  contended  that  the  notice  must  have  been  given  on 
the  very  day  of  the  fire.  Then  if  one  day  would  not  expire 
on  the  Saturday^  could  two  days  be  said  to  expire  on  the 
Sunday? 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Fourth,  in  the  argumoDt.  (b)  Second,  io  the  argument. 
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Clarke  v.  Palmer.  ^«^%-^i/ 

By   rule  of  Court,  Hil.  2  8c  3  Geo.  4,  it  is  ordered  that      Where  a  ca. 

the  plaintiff's  attorney  shall^  upon  every  writ  of  capias  ad  ^^^^  ^^l^ 

Bati$faciendiifnp  indorse  the  place  of  abode  and  addition  of  'he  abode  and 

the   party  against  whom  the  writ  is  issued,  or  such  other  other  descrip- 

descripiion  of  him  as  such  attomeu  may  be  able  to  sive.  ^Jono^the 

parties  asainst 
On  the  14th  of  November  the  plaintiff's  attorney  delivered  wbomitissues, 

to  the  under-sheriff  of  Kent  a  ca.  sa,  against  the  defendant,  [he^^eriff 
returnable  on  the  last  general  return  of  Michaelmas  term,  without  objec- 
indorsed  to  levy  470/.,  and  desired  to  have  a  warrant,  w?U  not  set** 
directed  to  Morris,  a  sheriff's  officer  residing  at  Green-  »*>de  the 

•  1        i^T     1  •  '    1         A  1  1  **"'  unless 

wicn.     Nothing  was  indorsed  on  the  writ  except  the  sum  this  non- 
470/,  to  be  levied,  but  the  attorney  stated  verbally  to  the  ^^J£P|j,*"JJ^, 
under-sheriff  that  the  defendant  was  travelling  about  the  H.  2&3Geo. 
county  of  Kent,  and  that  he  would  endeavour  to  ascertain  she^riff^fn  a 
where  he  was,  and  inform  Morris  where  he  would  be  likely  position  in 
to  find   him.     No  further  communication  was,  however,  ought  not  to 

mad^  either  to  the  under-sheriff  or  to  Morris,     On  the  »tnnd,as 

where  It  sub- 
same  day  a  bailable  latitat  against  the  defendant,  at  the  jects  him  to 

suit  of  one  Bird,  was  delivered  to  the  under-sheriff,  who  ^^/^^ofan 
'  .  .  .   '  action  for  an 

granted  a  warrant  thereon  to  Hoskins,  a  bailiff  residing  at  escape. 

Tonhridge  Wells.  On  the  15th  the  defendant  being  ar- 
rested by  Hoskins,  paid  the  debt  and  {:osts  in  Bird's  action^ 
and  was. discharged.  Early  in  this  term  the  plaintiff  ruled 
the  sheriff  to  return  the  ca.  sa.;  whereupon  the  latter 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the  ca.  sa.  for  irregu- 
larity^ and  for  discharging  the  rule  to  return  the  ca*  sa., 
with  costs. 

Campbell  now  shewed  cause.  The  rule  of  Court  .con- 
tains no  provision  for  making  the  capias  a  nullity,  if  the 
abode  and  addition  of  the  party  against  whom  the  writ  is 
issued  be  not  indorsed  on  the  writ.  Nor  does  it  appear 
that  the  defendant  carried  on  any  trade,  or  that  he  had  any 
residence  by  which  he  could  be  described.     But  supposing 
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the  process  to  have  been  irregular,  the  sheriff  of  Kent  was 
not  in  a  situation  to  take  the  objection  after  granting  a 
warrant  as  upon  a  valid  writ. 

Gurney,  contrd.  Under  the  last  clause  of  the  rule  of 
Court  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  bound  to  indorse  the 
information  which  he  verbally  communicated. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — I  think  that  we  ought  to  set 
aside  this  writ  under  the  circumstances.     It  is  true  that  the 
rule  contains  no  clause  of  nullity,  and  I  would  by  no  means 
be  understood  to  lay  it  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  in  all 
cases  where  a  ca,  sa.,  not  indorsed  according  to  the  rule  of 
Court,  is  received  by  the  sheriff  without  objection,  the 
Court  will  afterwards  interfere  to  set  aside  the  writ;  but 
where  the  consequence  of  the  non-compliance  with  the 
rule  is  to  place  the  sheriff,  if  the  writ  stand,  in  a  situation 
in  which  he  ought  not  to  be  placed,  I  think  we  ought  to 
set  the  writ  aside.     Here  the  plaintiff's  attorney  obtains  a 
warrant  directed  to  an  officer  named  by  himself,  and  he 
promises  to  give  information  to  that  officer.    This  he  omits 
to  do.     He  does  not  even  state  where  the  defendant  resided 
when  he  brought  the  action  against  him.     The  defendant 
is  afterwards  arrested  by  another  officer  in  a  different  part 
of  the  country.     I  do  not  say  what  the  effect  of  that  arrest 
would  be  if  the  present  writ  were  not  set  aside,  but  Uie 
sheriff  might  be  exposed  to  the  risk  of  an  action  for  an 
escape.     I  do  not  say  that  such  an  action  would  be  abso- 
lutely maintainable.     If,  however,  the  sheriff  be  liable  to 
the  full  extent  of  the  debt  for  which  the  ca.  sa.  issues,  there 
is  no  power  to  mitigate  the  sum  to  be  recovered  (a). 


(a)  In  the  common  law  action 
on  the  case  for  an  escape  upon 
mesne  procesSi  the  juiy  give  such 
damages  as  are  equivalent  to  the 
diminution  of  the  chance  of  ob- 
taining payment  occasioned  by  the 


escape.  So  if  the  plaintiff  proceed 
at  common  law  by  action  on  the 
case  for  an  escape  of  defendant  in 
execution.  But  if  he  bring  an 
action  of  debt  under  1  Ric,  9,  c.  12, 
against  the  officer   from    whose 
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Bayley,  J. — If  Morris  himself  had  made  the  arrest,  I        1829. 
think  the  sheriff  might  have  been  called  upon  (a).  ^ 


Rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  writ,  without  costs. 


ciistodj  a  prisoner  in  execution 
escapes,  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  whole  debt.  Bonafout  v.  Wal- 
ktr^  2  T.  R.  126;  1  Wms.  Saund. 


(a)    Ta^hr  ▼.    Richardson^    8      6J3,  n. 


T.R.  505;  Beckford  v.  Welby,  9. 
Esp.  N.P.C.  591.  And  see  Ha- 
miiion  V.  Dalziel,  2  W.  Bla.  952; 
De  Moranda  v.  Dunkin^  4  T.  R. 
119;  Porter  v.  Viner,  I  Chitt.  Rep. 


V, 

Palmer. 


The  King  r.  The  Trustees  of  the  late  Duke  of  Bridge- 
water. 

An  appeal  was  tried  at  the  last  Michaelmaa  Quarter  Ses- 
sions for  the  county  of  Chester  by  the  trustees  of  the  late 
Duke  of  Bridgewater,  against  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  of  the  township  of  Preston  on  the  [fill  in  the  said 
county.  The  assessment  upon  the  appellants  was  as 
follows : 


Occopierft 

Names. 


Xnaieeaof 
the  iate  Dake  Towing- 
Om    onogc* 
water. 


Description  of  Property. 


Land  uken  for  the  Caaali 
_  paths,  &c.,  with  the 
profits^rising  therefrom,  and  c£1, 480  Of.  Od. 
Warehouses,   Wharfs,  Clay] 
Shed,  Stables,  Offices,  Guag 
ing  Docks,  &c.,  adjacent. 


Rental. 


Sam 
Assessed, 


£iB5  0s.i)d, 


The  sessions  amended  the  rate  by  reducing  the  amount 
of  property  upon  which  such  rate  was  made  from  the  sum 
of  i480l.  to  the  sum  of  1 164/.  \5s.  2d.  and  confirmed  the 
rate  so  amended  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon 
the  following  case : 

The  rate  was  duly  made  in  point  of  form.  The  ground^ 
of  appeal  were,  that  the  principle  upon  which  the  appellants 
were  rated  was  erroneous^  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  that  thef 


The  poor's 
rate  in  respect 
of  the  occuiMi- 
tion  of  land, 
should  be  as- 
sessed with  re- 
ference to  the 
sum  for  which 
the  land  would 
let,  not  upon 
the  net  pro- 
duce. 

The  pos- 
sessors of 
canal  property 
consisting  of 
the  canal,  tow- 
ing-path, and 
warehouses 
and  offices  ad- 
jacent, are  to 
be  assessed 
upon  the  same 
principle  as 
the  occupiers 
of  land. 
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were  rated  in  proportion  to  the  full  amount  of  their  gross 
-^   J.  receipts,  as  owners,  as  well  as  occupiers  of  the  rated  pro- 

V.  perty  in  the  respondents'  township,  whereas  it  appeared  that 

^*E^DuKE  o^F  ^^^  property  of  other  inhabitants  (who  were  occupiers  of 
Bridgewater  farms  and  premises,  and  who  were  named  in  this  said  rate, 
and  upon  whom  notices  containing  the  grounds  of  appeal 
had  been  served,)  was  rated  only  in  proportion  to  the  amount 
of  the  respective  rents  paid  by  them  as  occupiers- of  their 
said  forms  and  premises,  whereby  the  property  of  the 
appellants  in  the  said  township  was  greatly  overrated  in 
proportion  to  the  other  property  therein.  And  other 
grounds  of  appeal  were,  that  the  profits  arising  from  the  oc- 
cupation of  farms  and  farming  stocks,  were  either  impro- 
perly omitted  to  be  assessed  according  to  the  full  value 
thereof,  or  were  greatly  underrated  in  proportion  to  the 
assessments  made  upon  the  tolls  and  income  arising  from 
the  property  of  the  appellants.  And,  lastly,  that  certain 
allowances  and  abatements  (other  than  such  allowances  as 
were  necessarily  made  to  the  appellants  in  the  management 
of  their  property  for  collection,  repairs,  and  every  other 
attendant  expense,)  were  made  as  far  as  regarded  the  above 
mentioned  persons  and  profits,  by  assessing  them  on  the 
rent  only,  which  were  not  made  in  the  case  of  the  appellants. 
By  several  acts  of  parliament  passed  in  the  32d  &  33d  years 
of  the  reign  of  Geo.  %  and  the  3d  &  6th  years  of  the  reign 
of  Geo.  3,  the  late  Huke  of  Bridgewater  was  empowered  to 
make  and  extend  certain  canals  communicating  chiefly 
between  Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  the 
river  Mersey  at  Runcorn  Gap,  in  the  county  of  Chester^ 
and  in  consideration  of  the  great  charges  and  expenses  to 
which  the  Duke  was  necessarily  put,  these  acts  authorized 
bim  to  receive  certain  tolls  upon  the  tonnage  of  all  coals, 
goods,  &c.,  which  should  pass  along  the  said  canals,  but 
exempted  from  toll  all  stones  and  gravel  for  any  highway  in 
either  of  the  above  mentioned  counties,  and  all  manure 
carried  by  any  person  occupying  land  near  the  said  canal. 
The  appellants  are  the  trustees  of  the  late  Duke  of  Bridge- 


HILARY  TERM,  IX  AND  X  GEO.  IV.  145 

watery  and  do  not  any  of  them  reside  within  the  respondents^        108% 
toWDsbip,  but  are  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  canal,  upon     Jj^^J^ 
a  portion  of  which  (to  the  extent  of  1  mile  and  3-l6ths  of  v. 

a  mile,  passing  in  and  through  the  said  township,)  part  of  the    <^^^^^^'  ^ 
above  rate,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  644/.  155.  ^.  for  lands  BaiDOEWATsa 
taken  for  the  canal,  towing-paths,  8cc.  with  the  pro6ts  arising 
therefrom,  was  made.     With  respect  to  the  remaining  sum 
of  510/.  for  warehouses,  wharfs,  clay  shed,  stables,  offices, 
guaging  docks,  &c..  adjacent,  there  is  no  question  to  cortke 
before  the  Court.     The  appellants  derive  no  profit  what- 
ever from  the  said  land  in  the  respondents'  township,  except 
by  the  tonnage  payable  to  them  by  virtue  of  the  above  n^en- 
tioned  acts  of  parliament,  but  they  are  carriers  on  the  canal, 
and  receive  freight  for  goods  carried  in  their  own  vessels 
through  the  respondents'  township,  but  the  tonnage  duty 
upon  the  goods  so  carried  by  the  appellants,  is  included  in 
the  above  sum  of  644/.  155.  ^J(a).     Personal  property,  and 
profits  in  trade  are  not  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in 
this  township.     The  occupiers  of  land  and  houses  in  ibe 
said  township  are  rated  in  the  present  assessment,  as  in  all 
former  assessments,  at  four*fifths  of  their  respective  rents, 
taking  those  rents  as  the  criterion  of  the  value  of  the  land. 
The  full  amount  of  the  tolls  arising  to  the  appellants  from 
the  canal  and  towing-paths  in  the  said  township,  independ^ 
entfy  of  their  receipts  as  carriers  for  freight,  but  including  ttie 
tolls  upon  the  goods  so  carried  by  them,  is  127^/.  45.  Od. 
from  which  466/.  55.  Od,  being  deducted  for  repairs  and 
collection,  &c.  the  sum  of  B05/.  155.  Od.  is  left,  upon  four- 
fifths  of  which,  namely,  the  sum  of  644/.  1 55. 2d.,  the  appel* 
lants,  as  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  part  of  the  canal  in 
question,  were  rated  in  respect  of  the  tolls  received  or  earned 
by  them,  no  parts  of  their  receipts  as  carriers  (except  the 
tonnage  on  stkch  freights)  being   comprised  in  the  rale. 
The  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  sum  of  644/;  155.  ^d.,  being  four-fifths  of  the  amount  of 
the  clear  annual  balance  arising  from  all  the  tolls  of  the 

(fl)  PoU,  147. 
VOL.  IV.  h 


146  CASES  IN  THE  KINg's  BENCH^ 

1829.  canal  within  the  respondents'  township,  after  deducting  all 

^■^^^^'^^  expenses  of  collection,  repairs,  and  every  other  attendant 

^,  expense  of  that  description,  be  or  be  not  a  proper  criterion  of 

Trustees  of  value  upon  which  such  rate  ought  to  have  been  made,  with 

THE  DtJKE  OP  ^  "^  ,  ^  ..  .    .  r  /.  J 

Bbidgewater  reference  to  the  profit  necessarily  arising  from  farms  and 
other  ratable  property  in  the  said  township,  the  occupiers 
of  such  farms  and  other  property  being  assessed  upon 
four-fifths  of  the  amount  of  their  respective  rents  alone. 
And  if  this  Court  shall  1)e  of  the  latter  opinion,  the  order  of 
sessions  to  be  quashed. 

F.  Pollock  and  Deacon,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions.    With  reference  to  other  property  in  this  township, 
this  rate  is  properly  imposed.     The  Queen  v.  Barkuig{a), 
The  King  v.  Brown  (6).     If  the  trustees  had  been  rated  for 
their  gross  receipts,  they  would  not  have  been  rated  upon  the 
same  principle  as  others,  and  the  rate  would  have  been  clearly 
bad ;  but  here  a  considerable  deduction  has  been  made  for  the 
outgoings,  after  which,  the  rate  has  been  assessed  at  four-fifths 
of  the  remainder.     If  it  should  not  appear  whether  the  rent 
would  be  less,  that  might  be  a  reason  for  sending  the  case 
back  to  the  sessions,  but  the  Court  will  not  presume  that 
there  is  any  difference  between  the  rent  and  the  clear  profits. 
[  Bay  let/,  J.  Rent  and  profits  are  very  different  things.]  Here 
the  trustees  are  not  rated  on  their  profits.   [Bayley,  J.  Sup- 
pose a  farm  being  occupied  by  the  owner,  he  makes  from  it 
200/.  a  year,  you  say  he  should  be  rated  on  this  sum,  but  be 
may  perhaps,  only  make  in  rent  100/. per  annum.]    Property 
of  this  description  is  different  from  farming  property.    The 
question  is,  what  will  any  one  give  for  the  tolls.     [Bayley^  J. 
And  if  the  sessions  will  tell  us  what  any  one  will  give  for 
these  tolls,  we  shall  know  how  to  deal  with  the  case.     Has 
not    this   point   been   determined?      Sir  James   Scarlett. 
In  the  case  of  The    King  v.  Atwood,  (c).]     A  farmer   is 
not  ratable   for   his   stock.     The   King  v.  Atwood.     For 
that  reason  it  would   be  improper  to  rate  him  upon    the 
(a)  3  Ld.  Raym.  1280.         (J>)  8  East,  528.  (c)  6  B.  &  C.  277. 
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whole  profitoy  part  of  which  arises  from  the  stock.     But        18S9. 
the  general  principle  of  rating,  is  the  profit  actually  made. 


The  King 


Nothing  has  been  adduced  to  shew  that  the  tolls  would  be  v. 

worth  less  to  let  for  than  the  sum  at  which  the  trustees  are   Trustees  of 

THE  DUEE  OP 

rated.    The  tonnage  duties  are,  in  effect^  the  rent.  Briogewateb^ 


Sir  J.  Scarleti,  Cottingham  and   Ll(n/d,  contrs^^   were 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Bayley,  J.  The  rate  is  to  be  made  on  the  proprietors  as 
occupiers  of  land,  &c,  A  rule  of  rating  is  to  be  laid  down 
applicable  to  every  description  of  occupiers,  otherwise,  you 
do  not  rate  all  persons  equally.  If  a  party  occupy  as  farmer 
he  pays  a  rent  for  the  privilege  of  occupying.  This  rent  is 
not  supposed  to  be  the  full  amount  of  the  profits  of  the  farm, 
nor  of  the  profits  after  ded  ucting  the  expenses .  The  trustees 
here  are  owners  and  occupiers.  The  only  rule  for  the 
sessions  to  adopt  was,  what  the  property  would  have  been 
worth  to  let.  This  rule,  which  should  have  guided  them, 
they  have  not  followed.  I  lay  out  of  the  consideration,  the 
fact  that  the  proprietors  were  also  carriers  (a).  We  are  not  to 
look  to  the  profits  of  trade,  but  to  the  occupation  of  land  by 
the  trustees.  If  rent  be  the  criterion  of  value  in  other  cases, 
it  ought  to  be  so  in  this.  The  rate  had  better  be  sent  back 
to  the  sessions,  to  be  amended  according  to  the  principle 
laid  down  in  J'ke  King  v.  Jtwood{b),  namely,  of  making  the 
assessment  upon  what  the  tolls  would  be  worth  to  let.  We 
recommend  this  course  as  most  beneficial  to  the  trustees, 
and  we  send  this  case  back  to  the  sessions  with  that  view. 

Case  remanded  to  the  Sessions  (c). 

(a)  Aniey  145.  (c)  And  see  The  King  v.  Tm- 

(6>  6  B.  &  C.  277.  lijwm,  pott ;  9  B. &  C.  163. 


l2 
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y^v-w^  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Dev6n. 

On  the  8th  of  April,   1828,  an  order  of  removal  from 

Whm  ah  or-  Upottery,  Devon,  to  Pitminster,  Somerset,  was  served  on 

(Mrofremoyal    ,  •  ,        t»      • 

is  served  so       the  overseers  of  the  latter  parish.     By  the  practice  of  the 

a^al^cannot  ^^"''^  ^^  Quarter  Sessions,  for  Devon,  an  appeal  may  be 

be  tried  at  the  entered  and  respited  without  notice,  but  it  cannot  be  tried 

itib  DoTnec^  without  giving  notice,  eight  days  clear  before  the  sessions. 

sary  that  an      No  appeal  was  entered  at  the  Easter  Sessions,  which  were 

appeal  should    •  ■  • 

be  entered  at    held  at  the  Castle  of  Exeter,  about  30  miles  from  Pittnin- 

tbose  sessions,  g^g,..  jjyj  ^^  ^jjg  jyj^  Sessions  the  regular  notice  to  try  the 
appeal  had  been  served.  The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions, 
being  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  have  been  entered  at  the 
Easter  Sessions,  refused  to  hear  the  appeal.  In  Michael- 
mas Term  last,  Coleridge  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of 
The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Southampton  {a),  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  to  enter  a  con- 
tinuance and  hear  the  appeal. 

Crowder  and   Praed  now  shewed  cause.      An  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  must  be  made  to  the  next 
possible  sessions.  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  the  East 
Riding  of  Yorkshire  (6).     If  the  party  aggrieved  by  the 
order  cannot  give  notice  for  the  full  number  of  days,  he 
must  enter  and  respite.  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Gloces- 
tershire{c)\  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Herefordshire  (d) ; 
In  The  King  v.  3%e  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  York  {e), 
where  six  days  only  intervened  between  the  service  of  the 
order  and  the  sessions,  Le  Blanc,  J.,  said,  '*  We  do  not 
think  that  the  parish  were  entitled  strictly  to  pass  over  the 
first  sessions."     [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.   What  is  the   ad- 
vantage of  such  a  proceeding?]     It  affords  the  parties  nn 
opportunity  of  compromising  in  the  interval  between   the 
two  sessions.     [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  They  are  not  bound 

(a)  6  M.  &  S.  894.   For  thefacU         (c)  Ibid.  191. 
of  this  case  vide  pott,  149.  {d)  3  T.R.  504. 

(b)  Doiigl.  193.  (e)  4  M.  &  S.  3S7. 
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to  give  notice  until  just  before  the  sessions  at  which  they        ^^^^ 

Coleridge  and  Escott,  in  support  of  the  rule.  In  TAe  ^  Devoir. 
King  V.  I%c  Justices  of  Essex  (a),  this  Court  granted  the 
application  which  is  now  made,  on  the  ground  that  it  would 
be  idle  to  enter  an  appeal  where  the  order  of  removal  had 
been  served  too  late  to  entitle  the  parties  to  try  their  appeal 
at  the  next  sessions.  Lord  Ellenborough  says>  ''  The  stat 
13  8l  14  Car.  2,  certainly  directs  the  appeal  to  be  at  the 
next  quarter  sessions,  but  that  must  mean  at  the  next 
practicable  sessions.  The  parish  officers  must  have  &  rea- 
sonable time  allowed  them  to  make  the  necessary  inquiries^ 
that  they  may  judge  of  the  propriety  of  appealing  or  not 
The  notice  here  is  served  on  the  Saturday.  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  they  are  not  bound  to  devote  Sunday  to  such  a 
purpose.  They  have  then  only  one  entire  day,  t.  e.  the 
Monday,  to  get  the  necessary  information,  and  to  consider 
whether  they  will  appeal  or  not,  and  that,  in  my  judgment, 
is  not  sufficient.  It  has  been  said,  that  although  the 
appeal  could  not  have  been  heard  at  those  sessions,  still  it 
ought  to  have  been  entered  and  respited;  but  that  would 
only  be  incurring  a  useless  expense,  without  conferring  any 
benefit  on  either  party,  and  was  therefore  quite  unnecessary." 
In  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  York- 
shire, the  appellants  not  only  passed  over  the  first  sessions, 
but  merely  entered  and  respited  at  the  second  sessions;  and 
Le  Blanc,  J.  said,  that  if  they  had  done  at  the  second  as 
much  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  the  Court  would  have 
relieved  them.  In  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Southamp- 
ton (6),  the  order  of  removal  was  made  on  the  2d  of  January, 
but  not  served  till  the  7th,  and  the  Epiphany  Sessions  were 
held  on  the  14th.  No  appeal  was  entered  at  those  ses- 
sionsy  and  being  entered  at  the  Easter  Sessions,  after  eight 
days'  notice,  as  required  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  as 
well  as  in  Devonshire,  it  was  dismissed  by  the  Court,  who 

(o)  1  B.  &  A.  S 10.  (6)  6  M.  &  S.  394. 
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conceived  that  the  appeal  ought  to  have  been  entered  and 

.j!J|^^^^     respited  at  the  former  sessions.     There  the  Court  made 

V.  the  rule  for  the  mandamus  absolute. 

The  Justices  ^,  ,         ,. 

opDevoit.  tnr.adv.vuU. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  after  stating  the  facts  of  the 
case. — The  appellant  parish  could  not  have  tried  their 
appeal  at  the  Easter  Sessions.  It  has^  however,  been  con- 
tended that  it  should  then  have  been  entered  and  respited. 
To  enter,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  adjourning,  virould  merely 
occasion  unnecessary  expense.  The  only  inconvenience 
which  can  result  from  our  holding  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
jenter  an  appeal  at  the  first  sessions,  where  it  cannot  be 
tried  at  those  sessions,  is,  that  the  removing  parish  may  be 
kept  in  ignorance  of  the  intention  to  appeal  until  eight 
days  before  the  second  sessions.  But  this  inconvenience^ 
if  it  shall  be  found  to  arise,  may  be  met  by  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  requiring,  that,  under  such  circumstances, 
a  longer  notice  shall  be  given. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  And  see  Hie  King  v.  The  v.  The  Justicet  ^JCent,  (in  Lenkm 

Justices  of  Wilts,  9  Bott,  4th  edit.  v.  Pluckley,)  ante,  iii.  410, 8  B.  & 

717,  5th  edit.  725;  The  King  v.  C.  639;  The  King  v.  The  Justices 

The  Justices  of  Flintshire,  7  T.  R.  of  Kent,  (in  the  matter  of  Ritchie,) 

200;  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  9  B.  &  C.  283. 
Dorset,  15  East,  200;  The  King 
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1829. 
The  King  r.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ditch  eat  (a),  ^-•N'-w 

Two  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  Martha  Jerrard,  Under  6  Geo. 

the  wife  of  Thomas  Jerrard  then  in  St.  Thomas's  Hospi-  ^r'^remingT' 

tal,  in  the  borough  of  Southwark,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  dwelling-house 

and  their  children,  from  the  parish  of  Ditcheat  to  the  parish  the  yew?y'reiit 

of  Lyncombe-and-Widcombe,  both  in  the  county  of  So-  of  ?o/.,andre- 

.  1,11,      siding  m  It 

merset.    On  appeal^  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  sub-^  forty  days,  but 

ject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case.     "JJ^^onf  ""J 

The  pauper's  husband  rented  a  tenement  in  Lyncombe-  the  "occu- 

afid-Widconibe  by  the  year,  viz.  from  Lady-day,  1825,  to  {heret^ac- 

Lady-day,  1826,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  15/.,  with  liberty  to  quires  a  settle- 

,  .  .  -         ,      ment :  per  Lit* 

quit  at  any  time  on  giving  a  quarters  notice.     After  the  tledalekndi 

first  month's  occupation,  the  pauper's   husband  left  the  ■P«'''^^i  J»- ; 
.  ,        .  1  T  dissentiente 

pauper  living  in  the  tenement,  and  went  to  London,  and  Bmfley,  J. 

remained  there  about  seven  months,  during  which  period 
she  remained  in  the  tenement,  and  until  she  quitted  it  as 
after  meotioned;  and  she  paid  the  year's  rent,  the  receipts 
for  which  were  given  as  if  it  had  been  received  from  her 
husband.  A  few  days  after  the  25th  of  March,  1825,  the 
pauper's  husband  let  an  apartment  in  such  tenement  td 
one  Gay,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  8/.,  payable  quarterly,  with 
liberty  to  quit  at  any  time  on  giving  a  quarter's  notice;  anci 
the  same  was  occupied  by  Gay  from  the  time  of  his  taking, 
until  the  25th  of  March,  ]826|  and  his  rent  paid  to  that 
time.  The  pauper's  husband  gave  notice  at  Christmas, 
J825,  to  quit  at  Lady-day,  1826.  The  landlord  permitted 
the  pauper  to  occupy  part  of  the  tenement  until  Midsum- 
mer, 1826,  on  paying  him  38s.  for  the  same;  and  the  pau- 
per quitted  at  Midsummer,  1826.  The  pauper's  husband 
never  paid  any  parochial  rates,  although  rated. 

Moody,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  pau- 
per's husband  acquired  no  settlement  in  the  appellant  pa- 
rish for  two  reasons;  first,  because  he  never  resided  forty 

(«)  This  and  the  following  cases      warrant,  by  virtue  of  3  Geo  4,  c. 
vcere  decided  at  the  sittingt  after       102,  as  ou  former  occasions, 
the  term,  held  under  His  Majesty's 
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days  in  that  parish;  and^  secondly,  because  he  had  not  the 
The  Kino     exclusive  occupation  of  the  tenement.     First/the  hiisband 

•    ^'  never  resided   forty  days  upon  the  tenement.    The  case 

jDitciieat*  If        *r        m 

does  not  find  that  he  did  so,  and  the  fact  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed. His  wife  and  family  did  reside  for  a  sufficient 
period,  but  that  will  not  serve  for  the  purpose  of  his  ac- 
quiring a  settlement;  Rex  v.  South  Lyitn(a),  Rex  v.  Sl 
George,  Southwark{b)i  if  it  would/ the  husband  and  wife 
might  each  acquire  a  settlement  in  distinct  parishes  at  the 
same  time.  Besides  the  period  of  the  occupation  is  im- 
portant; it  was  from  Lady-day,  1825,  to  Lady-day,  ]82fi. 
It  commenced  while  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  was  in  force  \ 
but  that  statute  wf|s  repealed  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57/  which 
came  into  operation  on  the  22d  of  June,  1825,  on  wbicit 
day  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  was  not  completed. 
In  order  to  confer  a  settlement,  the  whole  period  of  occu- 
pation must  be  under  one  statute  or  the  other.  The  words 
of  the  latter  statute  are  wholly  prospective;  therefore,  the 
period  commenced  under  the  repealed  statute  cannbt  b^ 

(a)  5  T.  R.  664,  where  it  was  he  died.  He  had  previously  paid 
held,  that  a  residence  of  thirty-  the  rent  for  three  quarters  of  the 
three  days  by  a  widow  on  a  tene-  year.  His  corpse  remained  in  the 
ment  of  10/.  a  year,  could  not  be  bouse  until  the  year  expired,  as 
coupled  with  a  residence  on  the  did  his  widow  and  children,  and 
same  tenement  with  her  husband  his  widow  paid  the  fourth  quarterns 
for  sixteen  days  preceding,  so  as  rent:  it  was  held,  that  he  gained 
to  give  her  a  settlement.  no  settlement  under  the  59  Geo.  3, 

(b)  7  T.  R.  466.  There  the  c.50,  which  could  be  comrouni- 
pauper  took  a  tenement  nf  10/.  a  cated  to  .his  wife  and  children. 
year  in  one  parish,  and  after  living  And  in  Rex  v.  CarskalioH,  9  D.  & 
in  it  with  his  family  five  days,  was  R.  132,  6  B.  &  C.  93,  where  a 
arrested  and  sent  to  prison  in  ano-  person,  after  the  passing  of  the  59 
ther  parish.  His  wife  and  children  Geo.  3,  c  56,  hired  a  tenement  of 
continued  in  the  tenement  seven  the  annual  value  of  10/.,  and  oo 
weeks  longer :  it  was  held,  that  no  cupied  it  for  more  than  a  year,  but 
settlement  was  gained.  In  Rex  v.  died  before  a  whole  year's  rent 
Craijbrd,  9  D.  &  R.  80,  6  B.  &  was  paid:  it  was  held,  that  be 
C.  68,  a  man  hired  a  house  at  12/.  gained  no  settlement,  though  after 
a  year  for  a  whole  year.  He  oc-  his  death,  and  after  the  passing 
cupied  the  house,  with  bis  wife  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  the  rent  was 
and  family,  till  within  thi-ee  days  paid  out  of  money  produced  bjr 
of  the  expiration  of  the  year,  when  the  sale  of  his  goods. 
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added  to  the  period  of  occupation  under  the  latter.  That  i%29^ 
Has  the  construction  put  upon  the  first  statute,  and  the 
same  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  latter;  Rex  v,  St.  Maryr 
le'bone{a).  If  a  different  mode  of  calculation  had  been  Ditcbeat, 
contemplated,  the  words  would  not  have  been  all  future  and 
prospective.  But  even  if  the  two  periods  can  be  coa-> 
nected,  still  all  the  conditions  required  by  the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.57>  which  passed  on  the  2*id  of  June>  1825,  must  be 
shewn  to  have  existed  from  that  time.  Now  that  is  not  so 
in  this  case,  because  the  house  was  not  occupied  by  the 
person  hiring  the  same.  Secondly,  the  pauper  had  not  the 
exclusive  occupation  of  the  house,  which  is  necessary  under 
both  the  acts  of  parliament.  The  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  was 
repealed  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  and  it  is  a  principle  of  con* 
struction  that  the  same  rules  shall  be  applied  to  statutes.made 
in  pari  naateri^.  Rex  v.  I^orth  Collingham{b).  The  59  Geo.Si 
c.50,  required  that  the  house  should  be  heid,  and  the  land 
occupied  by  the  person  hiring  the  same,  for  the  term  of  one 
whole  year  at  least.  The  6  Geo. 4,  c.  57,  abolishes  that 
distinction,  and  requires  that  'Hhe  house  or  building,  or 
land,  shall  be  occupied  under  such  yearly  hiring,  and  the 
rent  for  the  same  actually  paid,  for  the  term  .of  one  whole 
year  at  the  least."  Now  the  word  occupied  in  the  latter 
statute  must  receive  the  same  construction  as  that  Which 
was  ^ven  to  it  by  the  decisions  on  the  former  statute;  and 
it  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that  the  word  occupied  in  the 
59  Geo. 3,  c.50,  was  not  satisfied,  unless  the  party  had  the 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.  681.    There  a  dayS;,  previous  to  the  passing  of 

pauper  hired  a  tenement  of  more  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  upon  a  tene- 

than  10/.  a  year,  and  resided  in  it  ment  worth  more  than  10/.  a  yeat, 

'more  than  forty  days  altogetlier,  by  a  party  chained  to,  ahd  having 

but  onlj  thirty-eight  days  before  paid  parochial  rates,  will  not  con- 

the  passing  of  the  59  Geo.  S,  c.  50.  fer  a  settlement,  unless  all  the  forty 

It  was  held,  that  this  conferred  no  days  be  subsequent  to  such  pay^ 

settlement,  the  forty  days  not  hav-  meat.    Rej^  v..  Rit^Usudf  1  M.  lb 

ing  been  completed  before  the  sta-  R.  448 ;  7  B.  &  C.  607. 

tnte  wns  passed.    So  with  respect  {b)  9  D.  &  R.  743;  1  B.  &  C. 

to   ihn  payment  of  rates,  it  has  578. 
be«D  held,  that  a  residence  of  forty 
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1839.        exclusive  occupation  of  the  land.    If  the  teoemeot  was  a 
"^■^'^^^      housej  and  part  of  it  was  let  out  in  lodgings,  a  settlement 
9.  might  be  gained  by  reason  of  the  word  held;  Rex  v.  North 

DiTCHBAT.  Collingham{a).  In  that  case  Mbott.  C.J.  said,  "The  word 
held,  used  in  the  statute,  is  applied  to  the  dwelling- 
house,  and  if  that  be  construed  fairly,  it  seems  to  me,  from 
the  finding  of  this  case,  that  the  pauper's  husband  (who  let 
off  part  of  the  house  to  a  lodger)  held  the  whole  of  this 
tenement*  The  difference  of  expression  held,  as  applied 
to  the  house,  may  have  been  intended  by  the  legislature  to 
meet  the  case  of  lodgers,  properly  so  called,  and  to  prevent 
the  question  arising,  whether  a  person  could  be  said  to  oc- 
cupy a  whole  house,  provided  he  let  the  whole  or  part  of  it 
in  lodgings" (6)«  Rex \. Great  Bolton{c)  is  to  the  same  effiect, 
where  Lord  Tenterden  said,  "  The  safest  course,  in  the  con- 
struction of  this  or  of  any  other  statute,  is  to  give  effiect  to 
the  different  words  contained  in  it,  otherwise  we  must  sup* 
pose  different  words  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense.  In  the 
case  of  a  house,  it  is  therefore  sufficient  if  it  is  held,  in  the 
case  of  land  it  must  be  occupied"  (d).  But  if  the  tenement 
consisted  of  land,  no  joint  occupation  would  suffice.  Rex 
V.  Tonbridge{e).  In  that  case  Bayky,J.  said,  "  By  the 
59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  it  was  required,  in  case  of  a  house  or 
building,  that  it  should  be  held  for  a  year  by  the  person 
hiring  it,  in  the  case  of  land,  that  he  should  occupy.  In  the 
case  of  houses  and  buildings,  therefore,  so  as  the  term  sub- 
sisted, it  was,  in  this  respect,  before  the  statute  ofGGeoA, 
C.57,  sufficient;  so  that  under-letting  a  part  of  a  house  or 
building  would  not  have  prevented  a  settlement;  and  that 
point  was  accordingly  so  decided  in  Rex  v.  North  Colling- 
ham.  But  in  the  case  of  lands,  the  person  hiring  was  to 
occupy  for  the  year.  Did  the  pauper,  then,  occupy  the 
garden  for  the  whole  year?  It  is  stated  in  the  case,  that 
though  the  pauper  took  the  garden,  it  was  agreed  between 

(«)2D.&R.743;  1B.&C.578.  (d)  2  M.&R.  230. 

(6)  2  D.  &  R.  748.  (c)  9  D.  &  R.   128;  6  B.  &  C 

(r)2M.&R.22r;  8B.&C.771.      88. 
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faim  and  Maynard,  that  they  should  share  the  expense  and         1829. 
profit.     It  is  also  stated,  that  Maynard  paid  the  pauper     r^\i^ 
half  the  rent,  and  that  the  garden  was  thus  occupied.     It  is  v. 

not  in  terms  stated  that  there  was  a  joint  occupation;  but  ^^"chbat. 
as  Maynard  was  entitled  to  participate  in  the  occupation, 
we  think  it  must  be  taken  that  he  did,  and  if  so,  the  pauper 
cannot  be  considered  as  occupying  more  than  a  moiety  of 
the  garden.  Unless  the  garden  was  separately  occupied  by 
the  pauper  the  whole  year,  no  settlement  was  gained"  (a). 
His  lordship  had  previously  observed,  that  the  distinction 
made  in  the  59  Geo.  d,  c.  50,  between  houses  and  buildings 
on  the  one  hand,  and  land  on  the  other,  was  removed  by 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  51 ;  by  which  he  must  have  meant,  that  the 
latter  statute,  retaining  the  word  occupied  only,  required  a 
separate  and  exclusive  occupation  of  the  tenement  in  all 
cases,  whether  of  house  or  land.  [ParAe,  J.  There  is  this 
distinction  between  the  two  acts  of  parliament — the  former 
required  the  occupation  of  the  tenement  to  be  by  the  person 
hiring  the  same;  in  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  those  words  are 
omitted.]  That  is  so,  undoubtedly;  but  the  latter  act  must 
be  construed  as  if  it  contained  those  words.  The  legislature 
must  have  intended  those  words  to  be  supplied,  for  without 
them,  the  conditions  requisite  for  a  settlement  might  be 
performed  by  other  persons  than  the  party  acquiring  the 
settlement;  and  this  absurdity  would  follow,  that  a  man 
might  hire  premises  for  a  year,  and  the  very  next  day  assign 
them,  and  himself  be  absent  and  altogether  unconnected 
with  them  for  the  rest  of  the  year,  and  yet  acquire  a  settle- 
ment. The  words  **  occupied  under  such  yearly  hiring,'' 
in  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  are  equivalent  to  the  words  "  occu- 
pied by  the  person  hiring  the  same,"  and  evidently  imply, 
that  the  occupation  is  to  be  by  the  person  by  whom  the 
yearly  hiring  is  made.  Here,  the  occupation  was  not  ex- 
clusively by  the  pauper,  the  person  who  hired  the  tenement, 
consequently  he  acquired  no  settlement  which  could  be 
imparted  to  his  wife  and  children. 

(fl)  9  D.  &.R.  131. 
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Rogers,  {Jeremy  vraa  with  him,)  contrL     The  Court 
Th^K^^       CftDHOt  speculate  upon  what  was  the  intention  of  the.legis* 
V'  lature^  but  must  collect  their  intention  from  the  words  which 

they  have  used  in  the  act  of  parliament;  Rex  v.  Tonbridge{a\ 
Rex  V.  Sturlon  by  Stow  (6).  But  before  the  words  of  th« 
present  statute  are  looked  at,  it  is  important  to  consider 
what  was  the  state  of  the  law  before  that  statute  passed, 
and  what  alteration  has  been  introduced  by  that  statute^ 
particularly  as  regards  the  occupation  of  a  tenement.  Under 
the  13  8l>  14  Car.  £»  the  period  for  which  the  tenement  was 
hired,  for  which  it  was  occupied  (after  forty  days),  or  by 
whom  it  was  actually  occupied,  was  immaterial.  Under 
the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  it  was  necessary  that  the  tenement 
should  be  hired  for  a  year,  and,  if  it  consisted  of  a  house^ 
that  it  should  be  held,  or,  if  of  land,  that  it  should  be  occur 
pied,  for  a  year,  l^  the  person  hiring  the  same.  The  coiv 
eluding  words  override  the  whole  sentence,  and  apply  tp 
every  separate  branch  of  it;  and  yet  the  house  Heed  not 
have  been  occupied  under  the  original  hiring,  for  tiie  occue 
pation  of  die  same  tenement  under  different  hirings  might 
be  connected.  Rex  v.  Sturton  by  Stow;  or  different  tenei- 
ments  might  be  hired  at  different  times.  Rex  v.  North  Coir 
tingham(c).  The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  requires  the  occupation 
to  be  under  the  yearly  hiring,  but  it  does  not  in  terms 
require  it  to  be  by  the  person  hiring  the  tenement;  those 
words  are  omitted,  and  must  be  taken  to  have  been  omitted 
purposely;  the  one  restriction  is  substituted  for  the  other. 
It  is  the  same  with  respect  to  the  payment  of  the  rent. 
By  the  59  Geo.  5,  c.  50,  the  rent  was  required  to  be  paid  by 
the  person  hiring  the  tenement;  in  the  6  Geo,  4,  c.  57,  the 
.  latter  words  are  omitted,  and  it  has  been  decided  that  under 
that  act  the  whole  rent  need  not  be  paid  by  the  person 
fairing  the  tenement,  but  that  it  is  enough  if  it  be  ''  actually 
paid,''  in  the  very  words  of  the  statute;  Rex  v.  Kibworth 

(a)  2  M.  &  R.  227;  8  B.  &  C.  (c)  2  D.  &  R.  743;  1  B.  &  C* 

771.  578. 

(6)  6D.&R.110;  4B.&C.87. 
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Harcourt^a).  [Baylty,  J.  The  expression  '*  under  such  la*;^. 
yearly  hiring"  may  not  have  reference  to  the  person  paying 
the  rent,  and  yet  may  have  reference  to  the  person  pccupy-  *""^.* 
ing;  how  can  a  sub-tenant  be  said  to  occupy  under  a  yearly  I^rrcHiAT. 
hiring  made  by  another  person?  He  occupies  under  that 
and  something  more,  namely,  the  contract  between  himself 
and  the  origtsal  hirer »  If  occupation  for  a  year  is  not 
required  of  the  person  hiring  for  a  year,  it  is  difficttlt  to 
imagine  why  it  is  required  at  all,  as  a  conditiQU  of  obtaining 
a  settlement.]  The  6  Geo,  4,  c.  57,  must  now  be  regarded 
as  if  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  had  never  existed,  The  Bishop's 
ease{b),  Tatik  v.  Grimwood(c),  Supposing  it  never  to 
have  existed,  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57 ,  only  requires  that  the 
^uper  shall  rent  for  a  year,  and  that  the  tenement  shall  be 
occupied  under  the  yearly  hiring,  both  which  requisites 
have  been  complied  with  in  the  present  case;  and  it  is  im* 
material  who  the  occupier  is,  provided  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant,  as  originally  created,  enures  for  the  whole 
year.  But,  conceding  that  the  statute  requires  that  the 
tenement  shall  be  occupied  the  whole  year  by  the  person 
hiring  the  same,  there  has  still  been  a  sufficient  occupation 
in  this  case,  because  the  occupation  of  an  under-tenant 
must  in  general  be  considered,  with  respect  to  the  lessor, 
as  the  possession  of  his  lessee;  Rex  v.  Aberystiriih  {d}. 
Gay  was  only  an  inmate,  and  an  inmate  who  goes  in  by  the 
same  door  is  in  the  nature  of  a  lodger,  and  if  his  room  is 

(a)  1  M.  &  R.  691 ;  7  B.  &  C.  had  the  garden  cultivated  for  his 

790.  own  benefit  as  usual,  was  liable  to 

(ft)  IS  Co.  Rep.  7.  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor, 

(c}  3  Bingh.  496.  as  occupier  of  the  whole  hodse. 

(d)  10  East,  354,  where  it  was  And  see  'Rtx  t.  5/.  'Mfxry  the  Lett  m 

held  that  one  who  went  from  home  Durham,  4  T.  R.  477,  where  it  was 

vritli  his  family  for  nearly  a  year,  held  that  if  the  owner  of  n  house 

bat  left  his  assistant  to  carry  on  occupy  part  of  it,  he  is  liable  tt) 

bis   bnsioess  in  his  shop  in  one  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  die  poof 

roomof  the  house,  (which  for  that  for  the  whole,  unless  there  be  a 

purpose  was  parted  off  with  laths  distinct  occupation  of  the  rest  hf 

/rom  the  rest,)  and  left  the  key  of  some  other  person. 
the  bouse  door  with  afnend^-Snd 
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robbed  it  is  burglary ;  yet  tbe  indictment  must  lay  it  to  be 
^^^^^^^     the  dwelling-house  of  him  who  let  it,  and  not  of  the  iu- 
V.  mate  (a). 

DiTCHEAT. 

Bayley,  J. — ^The  statute  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  b  repealed 
by  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  therefore  the  question  in  this 
case  is,  whether  a  settlement  was  or  was  not  acquired  under 
the  last-mentioned  statute.     By  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  a  set- 
tlement  could  not  be  acquired  in  the  case  of  a  house  or 
building  unless  such  house  or  building  were  held,  or  in  the 
case  of  land  unless  such  land  were  occupied,  and  the  rent 
for  the  same  actually  paid,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year 
at  the  least,  by  the  person  hiring  the  same.     That  statute, 
therefore,  contained  an  express  enactment  that  the  house 
should  be  held,  and  the  land  occupied,  and  the  rent  paid,  by 
the  person  hiring  the  same.    The  words  of  the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  57,  are  different.     That  statute  is  wholly  silent  as  to  the 
person  hiring  being  required  either  to  occupy,  or  pay  the  reat, 
and  it  has  been  decided  in  Rex  v.  Kibworth  Harcourt{b),  that 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  that  statute,  the  rent 
need  not  be  paid  by  the  party  hiring.     The  words  "  by  the 
person  hiring  the  same"  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
erased  from  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  and  the  law  to  be 
altered,  so  far  as  it  required  the  rent  to  be  paid  by  the 
person  hiring  the  premises ;  it  is  now  sufficient  if  the  rent 
be  paid,  whether  by  the  person  hiring  the  premises,  or  by 
any  other  person.     The  words  of  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57, 
are,  that  the  house  or  building,  or  land,  shall  be  occupied 

(a)  "  A  room  or  lodging,  in  any  mates,  and  all  their  apartments  to 

private  house,  is  the  mansion  for  be  parcel  of  the  one  dwelling-house 

the  time  being  of  the  lodger,  if  the  of  the  owner.    KeL  84;  1   Hfde, 

owner  doth  not  himself  dwell  in  P.  C.  656/'    4  Bla.  Comm.  225; 

the  house,  or  if  he  and  the  lodger  18th  ed.  And  see  ibid.  236,  n.  (9), 

enter  by  different  doors.    But,  if  where  the  cases  are  collected, 

the  owner  himself  lies  in  the  house,  (b)  1  M.  &  R.  691;  7  B.  &  C^ 

and  hath  but  one  outward  door  by  790;  confirmed  by  tbe  whole  Court 

which  he  and  his  lodgers  enter,  in  12e;r  v.  Great  Bolton,  2  M.&  R. 

such  lodgers  seem  only  to  be  in-  827;  8  B.&C.  771. 


HILARY  TERM,  IX  AND  X  GEO*  IV. 

under  such  yearly  hiring,  and  the  rent  for  the  same,  to  the 
amoontof  10/.,  actually  paid,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year 
at  the  least.    The  language  here  is  varied^  for  the  statute  9. 

says,  not  that  the  house  or  land  shall  be  occupied  by  theper"    I>itcheat. 
son  hiring  the  same,  but  only  that  it  shall  be  occupied  under 
suck  yearly  hiring.    The  question  then  is,  what  is  the  true 
meaning  of  occupation  under  such  yearly  hiring.    It  is  some* 
what  difficult  to  decide  with  certainty  upon  the  real  meaning 
of  the  legislature,  where  it  is  not,  as  in  this  instance,  express- 
ed in  very  intelligible  language,  but  I  incline  to  think  the 
true  construction  of  these  words  is,  that  the  premises  shall 
be  occupied  by  the  person  to  whom  that  hiring  gives  the 
right  of  occupation,  and  that  occupation  by  any  other  person 
to  whom  that  right  is  given,  either  by  assigning  or  under- 
letting, is  not  an  occupation  under  the  yearly  hiring,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.     That  is  the  present  impression 
on  my  mind;  if  between  this  time  and  to-morrow  morning 
I  should  change  my  opinion,  I  will  communicate  it  to  the 
Court  (a).     My  learned  brothers  are  of  opinion  that  the 
words  '*  under  such  yearly  hiring"  do  not  make  an  occu- 
pation by  the  person  hiring  requisite,  but  that  it  is  sufficient 
if  either  he  himself,  or  any  other  person  under  him,  occu- 
pies.    As  at  present  advised,  I  think  that  a  person  occu- 
pying as  an  under-tenant,  though  he  may  be  said  in  some 
sen$e  to  occupy  under  the  yearly  hiring,  cannot  be  said  to 
occupy  under  the  yearly  hiring  within  the  meaning  of  this 
clause  of  the  act  of  parliament,  because  he  has  no  connec- 
tion with  the  person  who  is  landlord  with  respect  to  that 
yearly  hiring,  and  because  though  he  does  occupy  in  part 
under  that  yearly  hiring,  he  does  not  in  toto;  he  occupies 
under  that  and  something  more.     With  respect  to  the  other 
question,  namely,  whether  the  holding  previous  to  the  22d 
of  June,  when  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  came  into  operation, 

(a)  His  Lordship  did  not  make  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  the  name 

Any  such   communication   at  the  of  the  whole  Court,  upon  the  same 

period  mentioned ;  but  a  contrary  point ;    Rejt   v.    Great    Behtley, 

opimoi\  was  afterwards  expressed  Hilary  Terror  1830. 
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and  the  holding  subsequent  to  that  period  can  be  connected, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  they  may,  provided  the  occupation 
previous  to  the  22d  of  June  be  such  as  satisfies  the  requi* 
BiTCBSAT.  gijgs  Qf  jhg  g  Q^Q^  4^  ^^  57.  and,  therefore,  that  if  a  party, 
before  that  statute  came  into  operation,  was  in  possession 
of  a  yearly  tenement,  and  held  it  under  snch  circumstances 
aa  that  statute  says  shall  be  requisite  in  order  to  confer  a 
aettlement,  a  settlement  will  be  conferred.  There  are  no 
virords  in  the  6  Geo*  4,  c.  57,  which  imi>ort  that  the  hiring 
vhall  be  subsequent  to  the  period  when  that  statute  came 
into  operation.  With  respect  to  the  residence  of  forty 
days,  I  think  the  caAe  must  go  back  to  the  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions,  in  order  that  it  may  be  stated  more  d&tiuctl; 
what  the  nature  of  the  residence  was,  or  whether  the  whole 
forty  days'  residence  required  was  actually  by  the  husband 
himself.  The  cause  of  the  husband's  absence,  whether  it 
was  voluntary  or  by  compulsion,  or  whether  it  arose  from 
othef  circumstances,  may  perhaps  become  material. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.-^The  principal  question  in  issue  in  this 
'case  seems  to  me  to  depend  upon  the  construction  to  be 
given  to  the  word  **  occupied''  in  the  statute  of  6  Geo,  4, 
C.57.  There  is  a  material  difference  between  a  holding 
and  an  occupation.  A  person  may  hold,  although  he  do 
not  occupy.  A  tenant  of  a  freehold  is  a  person  holding  of 
another,  but  he  does  not  necessarily  occupy.  In  order  to 
occupy,  a  person  must  be  personally  resident  either  by 
himself  or  his  family.  In  this  case  I  think  the  husband 
was  the  occupier  of  the  house  during  the  whole  period. 
It  is  not  distinctly  stated  under  what  circumstances  the 
apartment  was  let  or  occupied;  but  in  an  indictment  for 
house-breaking  it  might  clearly  be  described  as  the  dwelling- 
bouse  of  the  pauper's  husband;  and  in  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation  he  might  properly  be  described,  not  only 
as  the  holder,  but  as  the  occupier  of  the  house.  The  sta- 
tute 1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  19>  8.  14,  which  gives  the  action  for  use 
and  occupation  where  the  agreement  is  not  by  deed,  takes 
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a  distinction  between  the  words  ''  held"  and  *'  occupied.*'        1829. 
It  enacts^  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  landlord^  where     Jl^t**^ 
the  agreement  is  not  by  deed,  to  recover  a  reasonable  satis-  v. 

faction  for  the  lands,  8u:.,  held  or  occupied  by  the  defendant,     DixcHEAr. 
in  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  what 
was  80  held  or  enjoyed."    The  statute  48  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  1, 
imposes  the   rate   for  the  relief  of  the   poor  upon  the 
*'  occupier;''  and  that  rate  in  this  case  must  clearly  have 
been  assessed  upon  the  pauper's  husband  for  the  whole 
house,  although  he  underlet  a  part  (a),  for,  as  it  is  laid  down 
by  Mr.  Nolan  (b),  **  no  lodger,  though  possessing  the  prin- 
cipal part  of  the  house,  was  ever  rated;  but  the  owner,  how 
small  soever  the  part  reserved  for  himself^  is  in  the  eye  of 
the  law  the  tenant  for  the  whole,  and  is  rated  as  the  occu- 
pier."   Therefore,  as  in  an  indictment  for  housebreaking 
committed  in  the  apartment  let  to  Gay  the  house  might 
be  described  as  the  dwelling-house  of  the  pauper's  hus* 
band;  as  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  he  might  be 
described  as  the  occupier  of  the  house;  and  as  in  a  poor 
rate  be  might  be  assessed  as  the  occupier  of  the  whole 
house;  it  seems  to  me  that  he  must  be  considered,  in  point 
of  law,  as  having  occupied  and  resided  in  the  house.     A 
man  need  not  actually  sleep  or  take  his  meals  in  a  house, 
nor  need  bis  family  actually  inhabit  the  whole  house,  in 
order  to  make  him  the  occupier;  if  he  holds  the  whole 
house,  and  occupies  part  of  it  by  himself  or  his  family,  the 
iaw  considers  him,  for  this  purpose,  the  occupier.     For 
these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pauper's  husband 
may  be  considered  as  having  occupied  the  house,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57*     If  he  had  underlet  the 
whole  house,  and  occupied  no  part  of  it,  the  effect  might, 
perhaps,  have  been  different,  because  the  word  **  occupa- 
tion," applied  to  a  house,  undoubtedly  implies  personal 
residence;  but  if  the  lessee  of  a  house  dwells  in  any  part  of 

(ay  See  :Rex  v.  AheryttwiihyVHiA         (h)  1  Nolan's  P.  L.  15?;  Sd  ed. 

ante^  157. 
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18S0.        it,  although  he  underlets  the  rest,  he  is  considered  in  point 

'^-^^'^^       of  law,  the  occupier  of  the  whole.     If  this  is  the  right  con- 

9.  structioD  of  the  word  "  occupied"  as  used  in  this  statute, 

DiTCHBAT.     which  I  think  it  is,  it  follows  that  the  pauper's  husband 

occupied  the  house,  and  then  the  only  remaining  question 

is,  whether  there  was  forty  days'  residence  by  the  pauper's 

husband.     Upon  that  point  there  is  some  doubt,  and  it  is 

an  essential  pointy  for  the  legislature  did  not  intend  by  the 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  to  alter  the  law  in  that  respect.     I  agree 

with  my  brother  Bayley  that  the  case  ought  to  be  sent 

back  to  the  Sessions  to  have  this  doubt  cleared  up,  and  the 

fact  distinctly  ascertained. 

Pabke,  J. — I  have  entertained  considerable  doubt  in 
this  case,  but  upon  the  whole  I  incline  to  think  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  occupation,   and   that  a   settlement  was 
acquired  in  the  parish  of  Lyncombe  and  Widcombe.    The 
question  turns  entirely  upon  the  construction  of  the  6  Geo. 4, 
c.  57*     My  judgment  may  have  the  effect  of  defeating  the 
intention  of  the  framers  of  that  statute.     But  it  is  a  safe 
rule  of  construction  not  to  speculate  upon  the  probable 
intention,  but  to  adhere  to  the  words  of  an  act  of  parliament 
in  their  grammatical  and  natural  sense,  unless  it  appears 
certainly  and  clearly  from  the  context  that   they  were  in- 
tended to  be  used  in  some  other  sense.    There  is  a  material 
difference  between  the  two  statutes  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  and 
59  Geo.  3,  c.  50.     The  last-mentioned  statute   expressly 
requires  the  house  to  be  held,  and  the  land  to  be  occupied, 
and  the  rent  to  be  paid,  by  the  person  hiring  the  same. 
The  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  omits  the  words  "  by  the  per- 
son hiring  the  same."     It  does  not  require  that  the  rent 
shall  be  paid,  or  the  house  occupied,  by  the  person  hiring 
the  same,  but  only  that  the  house  shall  be  occupied  under 
the  yearly  hiring:     Now  those  words  may  be  satisfied  by 
the  continuance  of  the  term,  and  by  the  occupation  of  a 
sub-tenant  or  assignee  during  the  continuance  of  that  term. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  case   to  decide 
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whether  occupation  by  an  assignee  would  be  sufficient  or 
not.  There  has  been  an  occupation  here  by  a  person 
whose  character  is  left  doubtful,  for  it  is  not  stated  in  the  v. 

case  whether  he  was  a  sub-tenant  having  an  entire  occupa- 
tion of  one  part  of  the  house,  or  whether  he  was  a  mere 
lodger.    But  it  seems  to  me  that  there  was  an  occupation  by 
the  pauper's  husband  under  the  yearly  hiring,  provided  the 
premises  continued  in  the  occupation  of  any  person  entitled 
under  the  tenancy  created   by  the  yearly  hiring.     1  find 
Qothiog  in  the  context  of  this  clause  to  shew  that  the  words 
which  are  there  used,  taken  in  their  plain  natural  sense,  do 
not  express  the  intention  of  those  who  used  them;  and  I 
mast,  therefore,  suppose  that  the  legislature,  when  they 
repealed  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  which  expressly  required  an 
occupation  by  the  person  hiring,  had  reasons  for  omitting, 
and  intended  to  omit  those  words  in  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57. 
It  may  be  that  the  omission  arose  from  inadvertence  on  the 
part  of  the  framer  of  the  act,  and  it  may  have  been  intended 
to  retain  the  former  provision,  that  the  occupation  should 
be  by  the  original  hirer  of  the  premises.     But  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  words  used  do  not  expressly  require  such  an 
occupation,  and  we  are  not  to  presume  the  intention  of  the 
iegislature,  we  must  collect  it  from  the  words  of  the  act  of 
parliament.    Then  if  the  meaning  of  the  legislature  be  that 
which  the  words  used  naturally  import,  a  settlement  has 
been  gained,  provided  there  has  been  a  residence  of  forty 
days.     As  to  that  the  case  is  ambiguous,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  that  fact,  I  agree  that  the  case  should 
go  back  to  the  Sessions. 

Case  sent  back  to  the  Sessions. 
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18S9. 
v^v^^  The  Kino  t7.  Ann  Green  and  others. 

The  objecu  of  ON  appeal  by  the  defendants,  widows,  inhabitants  and  oc- 

fouodation  in  cwpi^rs  of  certain  houses  and  premises  in  the  parish  of  Lee, 

the  actual  00-   in  the  county  of  Kent,  against  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of 

alms-houses,     the  poor  of  that  parish,  dated  2d  April,  1828,  the  Sessions 

livmgrent-free,  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

be  removed  at  upon  the  following  case : — 

l*l!J!i!!  °J!.i^*       The  master  and  wardens  of  the  Merchant  Tailors  of  the 
patroDSy  are 

beneficial  oc-    fraternity  of  St.  John  the  Baptist,  in  the  city  of  London, 
the  meaning  of  ^''^  ^"^  ^^^^  ^^"S  ^^^^  patrons  of  a  charitable  establish- 

43  £/«r.  c.  2,    ment  for  the  relief  of  the  widows  of  poor  freemen  of  the 

8.  l,and  hable  rn  . 

to  be  rated  for  company  of  Merchant  Tailors.     About  three  years  ago  the 

the  relief  of  the  company  purchased  land  in  the  parish  of  Lee,  whereon 
they  erected  thirty  alms-houses  for  the  reception  of  such 
poor  widows.  The  appellants  are  poor  women,  and  are 
resident  in  the  alms-houses  as  alms-women,  and  objects  of 
the  charitable  establishment,  and  pay  no  rent  for  the  same, 
and  are  also  removable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  master,  war- 
dens and  court  of  assistants  of  the  company  of  Merchant 
Tailors.  The  land  upon  which  the  alms-houses  are  built, 
comprising  about  two  acres,  is  the  freehold  property  of  the 
Merchant  Tailors'  Company ;  and  the  land  was  purchased, 
and  the  alms-houses  were  erected  and  built  thereon,at  the  sole 
expense  of  the  company,  out  of  the  corporate  funds.  Be- 
fore the  purchase  of  the  land  as  aforesaid,  the  same  was 
rated  on  the  occupier  thereof,  at  the  rate  of  'il,  5s.  per  annum, 
and  the  parochial  rates  were  regularly  paid  in  respect  there- 
of upon  such  rating. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  appellants  are  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish. 

Bolland  and  W.  Clarkson,  in  sitpport  of  the  order  of 
Sessions,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

D.  Pollock  and  C.  Law,  contr^.    The  appellants  do  not 
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come  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the  statute  43  Eliz.  c.  2. 
By  the  first  section  of  the  statute  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  every  parish  are  empowered  to  raise^  weekly 
or  otherwise,  (by  taxation  of  every  inhabitant,  parson,  vicar 
and  other,  and  of  every  occupier  of  lands,  houses,  Sac,  in 
the  said  parish,  in  such  competent  sums  of  money  as  they 
shall  think  fit,)  a  convenient  stock  of  flax^  hemp,  &c.,  to 
set  the  poor  on  w  ork :  and  also  competent  sums  of  money 
for  the  necessary  relief  of  the  lame,  impotent,  old,  blind, 
and  such  other  among  them  being  poor  and  not  able  to 
work,  &c.,  to  be  gathered  out  of  the  same  parish,  according 
to  the  ability  of  the  same  parish.  The  rate,  therefore,  is  to 
be  assessed  upon  the  inhabitants  and  occupiers  of  lands 
and  houses,  "  according  to  the  ability  of  the  parish."  The 
latter  words  over-ride  and  control  all  the  preceding  general 
words  of  the  section.  The  ability  of  the  parish,  means  the 
ability  of  every  individual  inhabitant  and  occupier.  These 
appellants  have  no  ability,  therefore  they  are  not  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section,  and  are  not  ratable.  The  poor 
rate  is  not  a  tax  upon  lands  and  houses,  but  a  tax  upon  the 
person  in  respect  of  the  property  in  lands  or  houses,  and 
the  ability  arising  therefrom,  Theed  v.  Starkey  (a).  Lands 
or  houses  may,  or  may  not,  confer  such  ability,  or  they 
may,  or  may  not,  be  evidence  of  it.  In  order  to  make  a 
person  ratable  as  an  occupier,  he  must  be  shewn  to  have  a 
beneficial  occupation;  he  must  be  an  occupier  having  abi- 
lity. If  the  land  or  house  yields  no  profit,  the  occupation 
of  it  is  not  beneficial,  and  is  no  evidence  of  ability ;  and 
such  an  occupier,  having  no  ability  aliunde^  is  not  ratable. 
That  is  precisely  the  situation  of  the  appellants  in  this  case ; 
they  are  not  proper  persons  to  be  personally  rated  in  re- 
spect of  the  houses  they  occupy:  and  the  only  persons 
ratable,  are  those  who  are  proper  persons  to  be  personally 
rated  in  respect  of  the  premises  they  occupy.  In  Rex  v. 
St.  Luke's  Hospital  {b),  it  was  held,  that  the  hospital  was 

(a) 8  Mod.  314.    See  1  Nolan's         (b)  2  Burr.  1053;  1  W.  Black. 
P'  ^  cbap.  6.  1049. 
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not  liable  to  poor  rates  for  the  lodgingi  8cc.,  of  the  poor 
objects.  Lord  Mansfieid  observuig  that  *'  it  would  be  too 
gross  to  conceive  them  to  be  proper  persons  to  be  rated  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor;"  and  in  Rex  v.  Sl  Barthoiomew's 
Hospital  {a),  that  neither  the  governors,  nor  servants,  nor 
the  poor  in  the  hospitals,  were  ratable  to  the  poor.  Id 
Eyre  v,  Smalpace  (6),  the  officers  of  Chelsea  Hospital,  who 
had  separate  and  distinct  apartments,  which  were  considered 
their  dwelling-houses,  and  in  which  they  and  their  families 
resided,  were  held  ratable ;  but  they  had  a  beneficial  occu* 
pation,  which  conferred  ability  upon  them :  therefore  they 
were  persons  proper  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  their  occu- 
pation and  ability.  In  Rex  v.  Waldo  (c),  it  was  held,  that 
an  alms-house  wholly  occupied  by  objects  of  a  charity  and 
their  attendants,  and  of  which  no  profit  was  made,  although 
the  absolute  property  in  it  was  in  the  person  who  gave  the 
alms,  had  no  legal  occupier,  and  that  the  proprietor  was  not 
ratable  in  respect  of  it.  And  in  that  case  it  was  not  at- 
tempted to  rate  the  objects  of  the  charity,  but  the  donor; 
here  the  attempt  is  to  rate  the  donors  of  the  charity  indi- 
rectly, through  the  objects  of  it.  It  was,  indeed,  decided 
in  Rex  v.  Mmiday{d\  that  the  objects  of  a  charitable 
foundation  in  the  actual  occupation  of  the  alms-house  and 
lands  for  their  own  benefit,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
the  rules  of  the  institution,  and  liable  to  be  dismissed  for 
any  breach  of  such  rules,  were  ratable  in  respect  of  such 
occupation.  But  that  case  was  essentially  difi^erent  from 
the  present.  There  the  occupation  was  a  beneficial  one; 
profit  was  made  of  the  land  and  of  the  produce ;  the  poor 
persons  ploughed,  sowed  and  reaped,  and  had  their  cattle 
upon  the  land ;  therefore  they  had  a  beneficial  occupation ; 
they  were  occupiers  having  some  ability.  Here  the  appel- 
lants are  absolute  paupers,  having  no  beneficial  occupation, 
and  being  possessed  of  no  ability;  therefore  they  are  not 
ratable. 

(a)  4  Burr.  2435;   1  Bott,  5th  (c)  Cald.  358. 

ed.  139.  (d)  1  Ease,  584. 

(6)  Cald.  3;  1  Bott,  5th  ed.  131. 
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Baylet,  J. — I  think  this  a  very  clear  case,  both  as  re- 
gards the  words  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  and  the  autho-     TheKaro 
rities  upon  the  subject,  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  coming  v, 

to  the  conclusion  that  these  persons  are  properly  ratable  as 
occupiers  of  tenements  within  the  parish.     The   statute 
directs  the  money  to  be  raised  "  by  taxation  of  every  occu- 
pier  of  lands,  houses,"  &c.      In  Rex  v.  Catt{a)  it  was 
held  that  the  master  of  a  free-school,  appointed  by  the 
mmister  and   inhabitants   of  a   parish  under  a  charitable 
trust,  whereby  a  house  and  garden  were  assigned  '^  for  the 
habitation  and  use  of  the  master  and  his  family,  freely  with- 
out payment  of  any  rent,  income,  gift,  sum  of  money,  or 
other  allowance  whatsoever/'  for  the  teaching  of  ten  poor 
boys  of  the  inhabitants,  was  ratable  to  the  poor  for  his  oc- 
cupation of  the  premises.     Lord  Kenyan  there  said,  **  to 
the  authority  of  the  cases  cited  I   subscribe  my  assent. 
They  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  occupier. 
In  Rex  V.  Waldo  (A)  the  rate  was  held  to  be  bad,  because 
there  was  no  occupier;  the  poor  children  who  were  placed 
ihtre  for  education  could  not  be  considered  as  occupiers, 
neither  could  the  woman  servant  who  superintended  them. 
That  case  could  not  be  distinguished  from  that  of  St.  Luke's 
Hospital,  where  the  rate  was  also  quashed,  because  there 
was  no  beneficial  occupier.     But  when  a  case  arises  where 
a  person  is  found  to  be  the  beneficial  occupier  of  a  house, 
he  must  be  rated,  though  the  house  be  appropriated  to 
charitable  purposes.     As  long  as   Richmond   Park  con- 
tinued in  the  hands  of  the  king,  it  was  not  ratable :  but 
when  the  ranger  made  profits  of  it,  and  beneficially  occu- 
pied it,  it  was  held  to  be  ratable  in  his  hands.     So  if  this 
person  had  been  put  in  merely  to  look  after  the  pupils,  and 
had  not   occupied   the   house,   he   would  not   have  been 
ratable;  but  it  appears  that  he  is  the  beneficial  occupier  of 
this  house  and  garden.     By  the  old  land-tax  act,  certain 
property  given  for  charitable  purposes  is  exempted  from 
that  tax :    but  there  is  no  such  exemption  in  the  acts  re- 
Co)  6  T.  R.  333.  (6)  Cald.  358. 
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1829.  specting  the  relief  of  the  poor."  In  Rex  v.  Mundayia) 
the  objects  of  a  charitable  foundation^  in  the  actual  occu- 
pation of  an  alms-house,  were  held  to  be  ratable ;  and  I 
cannot  distinguish  that  case  from  the  present  in  point  of 
principle.  The  only  difference  is,  that  in  that  case  the  oc- 
cupation was  beneficial  to  a  greater  degree  than  it  is  here ; 
there  is  merely  the  difference  of  plus  and  minus  of  benefit 
between  the  two  cases.  If  the  occupiers  of  alms-houses 
and  lands  belonging  to  a  charitable  foundation  pay  rent, 
they  are  clearly  ratable ;  and  if  they  do  not  pay  rent,  the 
consequence  is  that  their  ability  is  the  greater.  The  ob- 
jects of  the  charity  in  this  case  are,  indeed,  described  as 
poor  persons,  but  the  Act  of  Parliament  makes  no  distinc- 
tion between  poor  persons  and  others.  These  persons  are 
the  occupiers  of  property  from  which  they  derive  a  benefit; 
therefore  they  are  ratable.  Mr.  Nolan,  in  his  treatise  upon 
the  Poor  Laws  (£),  after  citing  the  authorities  upon  this 
subject,  says,  "  the  distinction  therefore  as  to  where  chari- 
ties are  ratable,  and  where  they  are  not  so,  seems  to  depend 
upon  this — whether  there  is  any  body  who  can  be  rated  as 
beneficial  occupier"  1  cite  that  work,  not  as  an  authority 
upon  the  subject,  but  merely  for  the  purpose  of  shewing, 
that  if  the  Merchant  Tailors'  Company^  (the  real  appellants 
in  this  case,)  or  their  legal  adviser,  had  looked  into  the  au- 
thorities collected  in  that  work,  they  would  probably  have 
been  satisfied  that  the  rate  was  good,  and  would  never  have 
appealed  against  iu 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  opmion  ex- 
pressed by  my  brother  Bayley  in  this  case.  It  is  dear 
upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Munday,  which 
cannot  in  substance  be  distinguished  from  the  preseut,  that 
the  appellants  were  properly  included  in  this  rate. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  parties 
rated  were  occupiers  of  houses  within  the  parish,  deriving 
(a)  1  East,  584.  (6)  1  Nolan's  P.  L.  164,  Sd«d. 
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&  beoefit  from  their  occupation ;  therefore  they  were  clearly 
ratable  as  occupiers  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth.  The  fact  of  their  being  poor,  and  paying  no 
rent,  and  occupying  houses  furnished  to  them  by  charity, 
can  make  no  difference,  because  it  does  not  render  the  oc- 
cupation less  beneficial,  but  rather  the  contrary.  The 
statute  of  Elizabeth  makes  no  distinction  between  poor  per- 
sons and  others,  nor  do  any  other  of  the  poor  laws.  There 
are  many  statutes  which  provide  against  persons  residing  in 
houses  provided  for  them  by  charitable  institutions,  thereby 
gaining  settlements  (a) ;  and  if  it  had  been  intended  to  ex- 
empt such  persons  from  ratability  to  the  poor,  there  would 
doubdess  have  been  statutory  provisions  made  expressly 
for  that  purpose. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
{a)  See  54  Geo.  S.  c.  170.  s.  6.    Hex  ▼.  Sandhurst,  1  M.  &  R.  98, 


The  King  v.  Tomlinsov. 

Upon  appeal,  a  poor's  rate  for  Stoke-upon-Trent,  with  a  poor  rate 
county  of  Stafford,  was  amended,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  '"^^^r '^  ^ 
this  Court  on  the  following  case : —  thirds  of  the 

In  the  above  rate,  the  occupiers  of  farms,  lands,  and  fo,^7,1and8 
tithes,  and  of  market-tolls,  were  assessed,  in  respect  of  such  and  tithes,  and 
property  respectively,  upon  two-thirds  of  their  estimated  the  net  rent  of 
net  yearly  rent  payable  to  the  landlord;   and  the  occupiers  **^y^®^*?|4 
of  houses,  and  other  buildings,  and  of  collieries  and  coal-  ings,  collieries, 
mines,  were  assessed  in  respect  of  such  property  upon  only     •  ^^^^t 
one-half  of  their  estimated  net  yearly  rent,  or  royalty,  pay-  necessarily  an- 
able  to  the  landlord.    Lessees  of  waterworks  were  assessed,  ®^" 
in  respect  of  their  works  and  pipes  within  the  parish,  upon 
only  one-half  of  their  estimated  yearly  rental  value;  but  the 
rate  was  amended  by  the  Court,  as  to  the  lessees,  by  as- 
sessing them  upon  two-thirds  of  such  rental  value,  beii^ 
in  the  same  proportion  as  in  the  case  of  land. 

The  question  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court  is,  whe- 
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ther  as  the  occupiers  of  farms,  lands,  8cc.,  are  rated  upon 

ThoKiao     two-thirds  of  the  esUuiated  net  yearly  rent,  the  occupiers  of 

V*  collieries  and  coal-mines  ought  not  to  be  rated  in  the  like 

proportion,  upon  two-thirds  of  the  estimated  net  yearly  mioe 

rent,  or  royalty  ? 

ShuU  and  Godson,  in  support  of  the  order.  There  \% 
qothing  on  the  face  of  this  rate  to  shew  that  its  nominal 
inequality  is  not  founded  upon  the  greater  amount  of  de- 
ductions  attaching  to  one  species  of  property.  Tlienas 
no  unequal  principle  of  assessment  is  disclosed  by  the  rate 
itselfj  no  such  inequality  will  be  presumed.  In  JRex  v.  J3ro- 
grave  {a).  Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  he  thought  it  right  that 
a  difference  should  be  made  between  lands  and  bouses,  for 
there  are  several  charges  incident  to  houses  which  do  not 
fall  upon  lauds,  to  lessen  their  value.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Yates  said,  *'  The  Court  cannot  enter  into  the  inequality  of 
it,  unless  it  appears  to  us  to  be  self-evidently,  necessarily, 
and  unavoidably  unequal."  Rex  v.  Hardy  (b).  J2er  v. 
Sandwich  (c).     Rex  v.  Aire  and  Colder  Navigation  {d). 

Alderson  and  Whately  contr^.  Net  rent  excludes  the 
supposition  of  further  deductions.  The  rate  being  mani- 
festly unequal,  this  Court  will  quash  it.     Rex  v.  Sellers  (f). 

Bayley,  J. — By  the  rate  in  question,  all  property  in  this 
parish  was  assessed  with  reference  to  the  net  yearly  rent; 
but  in  the  case  of  lands,  the  rate  is  imposed  in  the  propor- 
tion of  two-thirds  of  the  net  rent ;  whereas  upon  houses 
and  collieries,  it  is  imposed  in  the  proportion  of  one-half. 
Had  this  proportion  been  fixed  by  a  rule  evidently  wrong 
the  Court  would  be  bound  to  interfere ;  but  we  are  of  opi- 
nion that  a  difference  may  with  propriety  be  made  in  the 

(a)  4  Burr.  2491,  &  1  Bott,  5th  {d)  2  T.  R.  660. 

«dit.  112.  (tf)  Caldec.  532, 5.  C.  pernomen 

(b)  Cowp.  579.  Bexy.  Lakenham,  1  Bott,5th  edic. 

(c)  Dougl.  562;  Caldec.  105.         116.  ^ 
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proportion  of  net  annual  rent,  in  rating  these  two  classes  nf 
property.  What  that  proportion  should  be  it  is  the  province 
of  the  quarter  sessions  to  decide.     The  rate  is  to  be  assessed  v. 

upon  the  annual  value,  whether  the  party  be  owner  or  tenant ;  ^®*'^'  nson. 
but  the  annual  re/i/ exceeds  the  annual  value  by  that  portion 
of  the  former  which  ought  to  be  set  aside  to  meet  repairs  and 
other  casualties.  This  portion  would  be  greater  in  respect 
of  houses,  upon  which  more  repairs  in  proportion  to  the 
rent  are  often  necessary  than  w  ill  in  general  be  required 
upon  a  farm.  So  in  the  case  of  collieries,  prudence  re- 
quires that  a  part  of  the  annual  rent  be  set  aside  to  meet 
the  necessary  expenses  of  repairing  and  occasionally  renew- 
ing the  machines.  It  was  contended  that  the  sessions,  in 
adopting  the  net  rent  as  a  standard,  must  be  taken  to  have 
looked  at  the  clear  rent  after  every  deduction  made.  This 
term  is,  however,  frequently  used  to  denote  that  rent  which 
reaches  the  pocket  of  the  landlord  after  allowing  taxes  and 
other  disbursements  which  the  tenant  is  entitled  to  deduct 
from  the  gross  rent,  and  also  the  charge  of  collecting. 
This  construction  will  support  the  rate. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 


The  King  v.  Lord  Granville. 

LiORD  GRANVILLE  appealed  against   a  rate   made  Thelesseeand 

^2d  February,  1828,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  con"P^tne°i8* 

of  Stoke-upon-Trent,  whereby  he  was  rated  for  a  colliery,  ratable  for  the 

including  engines  and  railway,  at  6l/.  \7s.  5d,j  being  a  rate  ^^^^^  ^^^i^^ 

made  a  pen  the  sum  of  989/-  IBs.;  and  the  sessions  con-  mine,  though 
^  .  ,  .  I  .    .  e    t  '     r^  increased  by 

firmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opmion  of  this  Court  upon  improveinents 

the  following  case.  ™'''*!.!i!l!!« 

®  ,     own  expense. 

The  appellant  is  the  lessee  and  occupier  of  a  colliery  in 
the  parish  of  Stoke-upon-Trent.  In  the  year  ending  on  the 
31st  of  December  last,  he  paid  to  his  landlord  for  royalty  a 
mine  rent  upon  the  coals  raised  from  the  said  colliery, 
namely,  the  sum  of  802/.  Ss,,  which  sum  is  afoir  mine  rent 
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1829  ^^^  ^  tenant  to  pay  upon  the  quantity  of  coals  raised  in  that 
v^v*^  year.  The  sum  of  8()2/.  Ss.  forms  part  of  the  sum  of  989/. 
The  Kmo  ^^^  upon  which  the  appellant  is  charged.  The  appellant| 
Lord  some  time  since,  erected  several  steam  and  other  engines  ia 
RAvviLLE.  ^^  colliery,  which  are  used  solely  in  draining  the  mines  and 
raising  the  coals  to  the  surface ;  aud  he  also  laid  down  a 
railway^  which  is  solely  employed  in  facilitating  the  carriage 
of  the  coals.  These  form  the  machinery  with  which  the 
mines  are  worked,  and  without  which  they  could  not  be 
worked;  and  there  could  be  no  mine-rent  at  all,  unless 
such  machinery  were  used.  The  sum  of  187/*  10s.,  which 
is  the  remainder  of  989/.  18s.,  on  ^hich  the  appellaut  is 
charged,  is  a  charge  over  and  above  the  amount  of  the 
mine-rent  introduced  into  the  assessment  in  respect  of  the 
engines  and  railway.  It  is  calculated  that  if  the  collieiy 
were  now  to  be  let  by  the  appellant  to  a  sub-tenant^  together 
with  the  engines  and  railway,  the  total  sum  of  989/.  18s. 
would  not  be  more  than  a  fair  rent  for  such  sub-tenant  to 
pay.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant 
ought  to  be  rated  for  his  engines  and  railway,  in  addition  to 
what  he  ought  to  pay  as  mine-rent  to  his  landlord,  then  the 
rate  is  to  stand ;  but  if  not«  then  the  rate  is  to  be  reduced  to 
50/.  3s. 

M^MahoHy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  ap- 
pellant is  the  occupier  of  coal-mines  which  the  case  finds  to 
be  of  the  annual  value  of  989/-  18s.,  to  let  to  a  tenant; 
therefore  he  is  ratable  iu  respect  of  them  to  the  full  amount 
of  that  annual  value.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Bilston  (a),  the 
decision  in  which  no  doubt  gave  rise  to  this  appeal,  is  very 
distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  There  the  engine, 
which  was  held  not  to  be  ratable,  was  erected  and  used 
exclusively  for  the  purpose  of  draining  the  iron-stone  mine, 
which  was  itself  not  ratable ;  and  it  was  admitted  that  the 
engine  was  a  burthen  rather  than  a  profit,  and  indeed  a 
drawback  from  the  profits  of  the  mine.     In  this  case  the 

(a)  8  D.  &  R.  734;  5  B.  &  C.  851. 


The  Kmo 
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engine  enables  the  occupier  to  raise  a  lai^er  quantity  of  1899. 
coal  to  the  surface,  and  the  railway  affords  advantages  by 
fecilitating  the  carriage  of  the  coal.  In  both  respects,  ^"^  v/ 
therefore,  the  value  of  the  property  is  enhanced,  and  the  ^  ^^^ 
profits  of  the  occupier  increased,  llie  occupier,  then, 
must  be  rated  according  to  that  advancement  of  value  and 
increase  of  profit,  Rex  v.  Mwood(^a\  where  it  was  held 
that  the  lessee  of  coal-mines  was  ratable  for  the  amount  of 
royalty  or  rent  which  he  paid,  without  making  any  allow- 
ance for  money  expended  in  rendering  the  mines  produc- 
tive. 

Godsofif  contri.  It  is  not  intended  to  rely  on  Rex  v.  Bil- 
stonQb)  as  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  present  appellant ; 
Rex  V.  Attwood  {a)  is  more  in  point.  There  Jones  and 
Fereday,  two  lessees  of  coal  mines,  had  been  rated  only  upon 
the  annual  sums  paid  by  them  for  rents  or  royalties ;  and 
that  was  held  to  be  the  proper  mode  for  rating  them, 
although  they  had  expended  money  in  permanent  erections 
on  the  mines,  which,  it  must  be  inferred,  produced  an  im- 
proved value.  So  here,  the  appellant  being  only  lessee  of 
the  mines,  should  be  rated  only  upon  the  annual  sum  paid 
by  him  for  mine  rent.  If  the  owner  of  the  mines  occupied 
them,  he  certainly  would  be  ratable  upon  their  improved 
annual  value,  or,  in  other  words,  for  the  engines  and  rail- 
way, because  he  would  be  permanently  benefited  by  the  im- 
proved value  produced  by  them.  But  a  lessee,  whose 
interest  in  the  mines  may  be  of  short  duration,  and  who  has 
expended  money  in  erecting  machinery  aild  otherwise  im- 
proving the  mines,  ought  not  to  be  rated  upon  the  improved 
value  produced  by  such  expenditure,  because,  until  he  is 
reimbursed  his  expenditure,  the  improvement  in  the  annual 
value  is  of  no  real  advantage  to  him.  Besides,  in  this  case, 
the  lessee  is  in  effect  already  rated  for  the  engines  and  the 
railway,  for  the  rate  is  proportioned  to  the  quantity  of  coal 

(a)  6  B.  &C.S77;9D.  &R.  (6)  8  D.  &  R.  734 ;    5B.&C. 

861. 
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raised,  an^  the  quantity  raised  being  increased  by  the  en* 
'll^)^Q     gines  and  the  railway,  the  rate  upon  the  coal  is  in  reality  a 

V-  rate  upon  the  engines  and  the  raihvay. 

Lord 
Granvills. 

Baylet,  J. — I  entertain  no  doubt  in  this  case.  Whether 
the  sessions  have  made  proper  deductions  fron>  the  rate,  we 
are  not  called  upon  to  decide ;  the  only  question  proposed 
for  our  consideration  is,  whether  the  appellant  is  liable  to 
be  rated  for  the  engines  and  the  railway  F     I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  he  is  so  liable.     If  the  owner  of  the  mines  had 
been  the  occupier  of  them,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  be 
rated  according  to  their  improved  annual  value ;  and  where 
the  owner  of  a  mine  erects  machinery,  or  in  any  other  way 
by  expenditure  of  money  improves  the  value  of  the  mine, 
he  is  ratable  for  the  value  of  the  mine  so  improved  by  his 
expenditure.     If  he  lets  the  mine  in  its  improved  state,  he 
will  receive  the  larger  royalty  from  the  tenant.     If  he  lets  it 
to   a  tenant  who  is  to  incur  the  expense  of  erecting  ma- 
chinery, the  owner  will  receive  tlie  less  royalty,  but  as  a 
greater  quantity  of  coal  will  be  raised  in  consequence  of  the 
improvement,  the  tenant  will  by  those  means  be  reimbursed 
bis  expenditure,  and  in  such  cases  the  tenant,  being  the 
occupier,  is,  in  my  opinion,  liable  to  be  rated  according  to 
the  improved  value. 

LiTTLEDALB,  J. — ^The  appellant,  by  erecting  the  en- 
gines and  the  railway  has  increased  the  annual  value  of  the 
mines  by  187/-  IO5.,  and  the  question  is,  whether  he  is 
liable  to  be  rated  for  that  increase  ?  In  ordinary  cases  the 
rate  is  to  be  made  in  proportion  to  the  rent.  In  this  case 
the  appellant,  by  his  improvements,  has  rendered  the  mines 
more  productive.  But  it  is  quite  immaterial,  as  regards  the 
question  of  ratability,  whether  money  is  expended  in  im* 
provements  effected  by  the  landlord,  or  by  the  tenant ;  dieir 
bargain  may  vary  on  that  account,  but  the  occupier  of  the 
property  is  the  person  to  be  rated,  and  he  is  ratable  accord- 
ing to  its  improved  annual  value.     Tlie  appellant,  therefore. 
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being  the  lessee  and  occupier  of  these  mines,  has  been        1829. 

properly  rated  for  their  improved  annual  value.  v^n^-^z 

^    ^  ^  ^  The  Kino 

V, 

Park e,  J. — Whether  the  rate  is  strictly  correct  in  amount    ^  ^^^ 

^  Granville. 

may  be  doubted,  but  we  are  not  called  upon  to  resolve  that 
doubt.  The  sessions  seem  to  have  calculated  the  value  of 
the  premises  according  to  the  rent  for  v?hich  they  might  be 
let  to  an  under-tenant.  That,  perhaps,  may  not  be  the 
proper  principle  upon  which  such  property  should  be  rated, 
because  the  annual  value  is  only  part  of  the  annual  rent, 
and  a  portion  of  the  rent  should  be  considered  applicable  to 
repairing  and  maintaining  the  machinery,  Kex  v.  TomKnh 
son{a)f  where  that  distinction  is  taken.  But  the  only 
question  put  to  us  is,  whether  it  is  right  in  principle  that 
the  lessee  of  amine  should  be  rated  for  an  increased  annual 
value  produced  by  improvements  effected  by  himself?  Upon 
that  I  feel  no  doubt ;  I  think  he  has  been  properly  rated  for 
the  improved  annual  value. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
(a)  Ante,  169. 


DeLANET.  HiLLCOAT. 

Debt  upon  the    statute  3  Geo.  4,  c.  I2G,  s.  65  (a),  for  By  3  Geo.  4, 
penalties.     Plea,  nil  debet,  and  issue  theron.     At  the  trial  „©  trustee  of  a 

turnpike  road 
shall  enjoy  any  office  or  place  of  profit  under  any  act  of  parliament  in  execution  of 
which  be  shall  have  been  appointed,  or  shall  act ;  and  if  any  such  trustee  shall,  with- 
out haiing  first  resigned  such  office,  hold  any  such  office,  he  shall  forfeit  100/.  A  trus- 
tee who  holds  the  office  of  treasurer,  which  may  be  made  an  office  of  profit,  is  within 
the  penalty  of  the  act,  though  he  makes  no  profit  of  it  in  his  own  person. 

(a)    Which  enacts,  '*  that  no  which  he  shall  have  been  appoint- 

trustee  or   commissioner  of  any  ed,  or  shall  act  as  trustee  or  com- 

turnpike  road  shall,  from  and  after  missioner,  or  have  any  share  or  in- 

tbis  act  shall  be  in  force,  enjoy  any  terest  in,  or  be  in  any  manner  di- 

office  or  pltice  of  profit  under  any  rectly  or  indirectly  concerned  in, 

act  of  parliament  in  execution  of  any  contract  or  bargain  for  making 
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before  Gaselee,  J.,  at  the  Berkshire  Summer  Assizes,  1828, 
the  case  was  this.  The  defendant,  on  the  5th  of  August, 
\S22,  was  elected  treasurer  under  a  local  act  for  repairing 
the  turnpike  road  leading  from  the  Old  Gallows,  through 
WoIIingham,  to  Virginia  Water.  He  was  at  that  time  a 
trustee  under  the  same  act,  and  he  did  not,  upon  his  election 
to  the  office  of  treasurer,  resign  his  office  of  trustee.  Mr. 
RobertSy  the  clerk  to  the  commissioners,  who  was  an  attor- 
ney, and  also  acted  as  a  banker,  and  who  had  preceded  the 
defendant  in  the  office  of  treasurer,  which  he  had  resigned 
upon  being  appointed  clerk,  received  all  the  rents  of  the 
tolls,  and  made  all  payments  on  account  of  the  trust.  The 
defendant  never  exercised  any  control  over  the  money,  and 
never  made  any  profit  of  it.  In  the  year  18(22,  the  balance 
in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Roberts  was  less  than  200/.;  in  IB24, 
1825,  and  1826,  it  was  more  than  200/.;  and  in  1827,  it 
was  more  than  600/.  During  all  these  years  there  was  a 
fluctuating  amount  of  debts  owing  by  the  trustees  to  various 
individuals,  of  from  200/.  to  300/.  In  October,  1825,  the 
defendant's  accounts,  as  treasurer,  were  audited  and  allowed 
at  a  meeting,  where  he  himself  presided  as  chairman.  The 
learned  Judge  being  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  could  not 
be  considered  as  holding  any  office  or  place  of  profit  within 


or  repairing,  or  in  any  way  relating 
to  the  road  for  which  he  shall  act, 
or  for  building  or  repairing  any 
tollboase,  &c.;  nor  shall  any  such 
trustee  or  commissioner  let  out  for 
hire  any  waggon,  8cc.,  for  the  use 
of  any  turnpike  road  for  which  he 
shall  act  as  a  trustee  or  commis- 
sioner ;  nor  by  himself,  or  by  any 
other  person  for  or  on  his  account, 
directly  or  indirectly,  receive  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  to  his  use  or 
benefit  out  of  the  tolls  collected 
on  the  road  for  which  be  shall  act, 
during  the  time  he  shall  be  acting 
as  a  trustee  or  commissioner  of 
such  road;   and  if  any  person, 


after  having  been    appointed   or 
elected  a  trustee  or  commissioner 
of  any  turnpike  road,  shall^  with* 
out  having  first  duly  resigned  soch 
office  at  some  meeting  of  the  trus- 
tees of  the  road  for  which  he  shall 
have  been  elected  or  appoiatad, 
hold  any  such  office  or  place,  or  be 
concerned  in  any  such  contract  or 
bai^in,  or  let  out  for  hire  any 
waggon,  &c.,  or  receive  any  money 
out  of  the  tolls  as  aforesaid,  every 
trustee  or  commissioner  so  offend- 
ing shall  for  every  such  offence  for- 
feit and  pay  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred pounds  to  any  person  or  per* 
sons  who  shall  sue  for  tbe  saoFie.^' 
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the  meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,        1829. 
but  gave  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  one  pe- 
nalty of  100/.,  in  case  the  Court  should  entertain  a  different 
opbion.  A  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  accordmgly,  against 
which 

AUersou  now  shewed  cause.     The  nonsuit  was  right, 
and  this  rule  must  be  discharged.    The  action  is  founded 
upon  a  highly  penal  statute,  which  must,  therefore,  be  con- 
strued strictly ;  and  so  construing  it,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
that  the  defendant  held  an  office  or  place  of  profit.     There 
is  no  salary  attached  to  the  office  of  treasurer;  there  was 
uever  any  cash  balance  lying  in  the  defendant's  hands ;,  and 
the  defendant  never  made  any  profit.     It  is  not,  therefore, 
such  an  office  as  the  legislature  contemplated ;  for  the  term 
*'  office  of  profit"  must  mean  an  office,  not  merely  capable 
of  yielding  profit,  but  by  which  profit  is  necessarily  and 
actually  made.     At  any  rate  the  rule  cannot  be  made  abso- 
lute in  the  terms  pr&yed  for,  because  it  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury  whether  the  office  was  one  which  yielded 
profit  to  any  person ;  the  utmost  the  Court  can  do,  there- 
fore, if  they  put  a  different  construction  upon  the  statute 
from  that  now  contended  for,  will  be  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

Taunion  and  Tal/ourd,  contrd.  The  question  arising 
upon  this  statute  is,  not  whether  the  defendant  actually 
made  a  profit  of  the  office  of  treasurer  in  his  own  person, 
but  whether  it  is  an  office  of  which,  from  its  nature,  he  might 
have  made  a  profit.  It  is  said  that  the  defendant  had  no 
salary,  and  that  the  cash  balances  were  not  kept  in  his  hands. 
But  suppose  there  were  a  salary  attached  to  the  office  of 
treasurer,  would  it  be  less  an  office  of  profit  because  the' 
treasurer  permitted  some  other  person  to  receive  the'  sa- 
lary ?  Certainly  not.  Neither  is  there  any  real  distinction 
between  the  advantages  of  a  fixed  salary,  and  those'  noto- 
riousiy  resulting  from  a  control  over  fliictuating  balances  of 
cash.     Therefore,  whether  the  possession  of  those  balances 

VOL.  IV.  N 
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produced  a  profit  to  the  defendant,  or  to  Roberts,  is  per^ 
fectly  immaterial;  and  it  is  hardly  possible  to  imagine  that 
Roberts,  as  an  attorney  practising  in  the  county,  did  not 
derive  some  advantage  from  having  tl^e  control  over  the 
trust  funds,  inconsiderable  as  they  were  in  amount.  The 
fact  that  Roberts  continued  to  act  as  treasurer  in  the  defend- 
ant's name,  after  he  could  no  longer  safely  do  so  in  his  own, 
in  consequence  of  his  having  been  appointed  clerk  to  the 
trust,  proves  that  the  office  of  treasurer  was  one  of  valae^ 
and  possessing  desirable  advantages  connected  with  it. 
Even  if  the  balances  produced  no  profit  either  to  the  de- 
fendant or  to  Roberts,  still,  as  either  of  them  might  have 
derived  profit  from  their  control  over  them,  that  brings  the 
case  within  the  purview  of  the  act  of  parliament.  At  all 
events  the  nonsuit  was  wrong,  because  the  question  whether 
the  office  of  treasurer  was  in  fact  one  of  profit  either  to  the 
defendant  or  to  Roberts,  ought  to  have  been,  but  was  not, 
left  to  the  jury.  Under  any  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  the 
Court  will  make  the  rule  absolute,  either  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  plain tifi>  or  for  a  new  trial. 


Bayley,  J. — I  think  the  real  and  proper  question  in 
this  case  was,  not  whether  the  defendant  in  his  own  person 
actually  made  a  profit  of  the  office,  but  whether  the  office 
was  in  its  nature  such  as  might  enable  him  to  make  it  pro- 
fitiible  either  to  himself  or  to  Roberts.  Now,  if  the  available 
balance  in  the  hands  of  Roberts  were  such,  that  it  might  be 
feirly  and  reasonably  expected  that  a  man  of  business  would 
make  a  profit  of  it,  the  office  of  treasurer  must  be  considered 
as  one  of  profit  within  the  meaning  and  mischief  of  the  act 
of  parliament.  Instead  of  nonsuiting  the  plaintifi^,  therefore, 
die  learned  judge  should,  as  it  seems  to  me,  have  left  it  to 
ihe  jury  as  a  question  of  fact,  whether  the  average  balance 
in  the  hands  of  Roberts  was  such  that  a  man  of  business 
might  fairly  and  reasonably  be  expected  to  make  a  profit  of 
it.  In  this  view  of  the  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought 
to  make  the  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


Delame 
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LiTTLEDALEy  J. — I  am   of  the  same  opinion.     If  the         18^9. 
average  balance  was  so  trifling  in  amount,  that  «  banker 
would  not  have  allowed   interest  for  it,  the  office  might,  v. 

perhaps,  in  that  case,  be  considered  as  not  being  an  office  ^llcoat. 
of  profit  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  On  the  other 
band,  if  it  amounted  to  a  sum  for  which  a  banker  would 
have  allowed  interest,  it  must  clearly  be  considered  as  an 
office  of  profit,  whether  the  party  receiving  it  obtained  that 
allowance  of  interest  or  not  {a).  In  that  point  of  view  it  is 
immaterial,  Mrbether  the  defendant  received  the  profit  him- 
self, or  permitted  Roberts  to  receive  it,  or  whether  neither 
of  them  received  it ;  the  office  was  one  of  which  profit  might 
be  made,  and  the  defendant,  by  holding  it  jointly  with  his 
office  of  trustee,  has  incurred  the  penalty  inflicted  by  the 
act  of  parliament. 

Parke,  J. — ^The  question  in  the  case  is^  whether  the  office 
of  treasurer  is  an  office  of  profit  within  the  meaning  of  the  3 
Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  65,  With  a  view  to  the  proper  decision 
of  that  question,  I  think  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury, 
upon  the  evidence,  to  say,  whether  there  was  such  an  average 
balance  in  the  hands  of  Roberts,  that  it  might  reasonably  be 
expected  that  the  person  holding  that  balance  would  make 

(a)  Query,  whether,  if  the  mo-  as  bis  owo,  is  chargeable  with  in- 

nej  be  suffered  to  lie  in  the  bands  terest,  whether  he  receive  interest 

of  a  banker  who  allows  no  interest  or  not.  Rogers  v.  Boehmy  2  £sp. 

apon  balances,  but  who  is  remu-  N.  P.  C.   702.     Su   an   assignee, 

aerated  for  his  trouble  by  the  profit  Trevers  v.  Taylor,  1  Brown,  C.C. 

wbich  he,  the  banker,  derives  from  384.    So  an  executor,  Newton  v. 

the  floating  balances  of  his  cus-  Benneltj    ibid.    359 ;    Ferkint  v. 

tomers,  this  be  not  a  sufficient  Baynton,    ibid.    375;    Foster  v. 

profit  within  the  act,  either  as  a  Foiter,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  616;    LitlU" 

profit  made  bj  the  treasurer  or  bis  dale  v.  GascoynCy  3  Bro.  C.  C.  73 ; 

ag^ty  in  the  shape  of  the  advan-  Franklin  v,  FriM,  ibid.  483;  Mors- 

tage  which  he  derives  from  the  ley  v.  ChaUnor,  2  Vez.  sen.  83. 

services  of  his  bankerj  or  as  a  profit  (But  see  Adams  v.Gak,  2  Atk< 

made  by  the  banker  as  a  person  106;  Child  v.  Gibson,  ibid.  603.) 

acdng  under  the  treasurer,  quoad  So  a  partner,  Pothier,  Trait^  du 

the  receipt  of  the  trust  money.  An  Contrat  de  Society,  ch.  7,  Nos- 

agent  pacing  money  into  his  bank-  1 16,  1 19. 
er*s  hands  generally y  and  using  it 

N  2 
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a  profit  of  it.    I  agree^  therefore,  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
new  trial. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial  (a). 


(a)  At  the  second  trial  of  the 
cause,  before  VaughaUy  B.,  at  the 
Berkshire  Summer  Assizes,  1829, 
it  appeared  upon  the  examination 
of  Mr.  Robertty  that  the  balances 
in  his  hands  were  always  mixed 
up  with  moneys  of  his  own;  that 
he  was  accustomed  to  advance 
sums  of  money  to  different  persons 
on  interest,  and  that  in  so  doing, 
he  must  occasionally  have  received 
interest  upon  advances  in  part  com- 
posed of  such  balances ;  but  that 
he  had  always  available  resources 
of  his  own,  with  which  he  could  at 
any  time  have  paid  the  whole  fund 
due  from  him  to  the  trust.  Upon 
this  evidence  the  learned  Baron 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
or  not  the  office  was  an  office  of 
profit;  telling  them,  that,  in  his 
opinion,  if  profit  was  made  by  Ao- 
berttf  the  office  was  an  office  of 
profit,  as  it  was  immaterial  by 
wliom  the  profit  was  made.  The 
jury  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that 
the  office  was  an  office  of  profit, 
and  that  Roberts  had  made  profit 
of  it,  and  thereupon,  under  bis 
lordship's  direction,  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff! 

In  Michaelmas  term,  1829, 
JjudlaWf  Serjt.,  moved  for  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  learned  Baron  had 
misdirected  the  jury  in  pointoflaw. 
He  contended,  that  in  order  to 
bring  the  defendant  within  the  pe- 
nalty of  the  statute,  it  should  have 
been  proved  that  he,  pertonalfyf 


derived  a  profit  from  the  office, 
and  he  cited  Skinner  v.  Bucktef  4 
D.  &  R.  628,  3  B.  &  C.  6,  as  an 
authority  in  principle,  though  de- 
cided upon  a  different  act  of  par- 
liament. He  admitted  that  the 
statute  in  that  case  imposed  the 
penalty  upou  a  party  doing  the 
prohibited  act  '*for  hit  oamprcfii!' 
but  contended  tliat  the  expression 
in  the  present  statute  *'  enjoy  anj 
office  or  place  of  profit,**  bore  the 
same  meaning,  and  shewed  that 
the  legislature  intended  to  impose 
the  penalty  on  those  only  who 
'*  enjoyed^  i.  e.  pertonaUy  received 
a  profit  from  the  office. 

Tlie  Court  said,  that  the  two  Bids 
of  parliament  were  materially  dis- 
tinguishable. A  man's ''  enjoying 
an  office  of  profit,*^  was  a  very  dif- 
ferent thing  from  bis  *'  supplying 
goods  for  his  own  profit.^  The 
case  had  been  once  aigued  upon 
the  very  point  now  raised,  and  bad 
been  properly  decided ;  the  jury  had 
at  the  last  trial  been  directed  io 
accordance  with  that  decision,  and 
had  found  a  right  verdict.  It  was 
wholly  immaterial  under  this  act  of 
parliament  by  whom  the  profit  was 
received;  if  the  office  was  one  by 
which  profit  was  made,  or  might 
be  made,  either  by  the  person  hold- 
ing it,  or  any  other  person  who 
acted  in  it  for  him,  it  was  an  of- 
fice of  profit,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  And  the  motion 
fi)r  a  new  trial  was  refused. 


HILARY  T£RM,  IX  AND  X  GEO.  IV. 
Small  and  another.  Assignees  of  Campion,  a  Bankrupt, 

V.  MarwoOD.  a  debt  which 

the  creditor 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  J^Jf^hTe"*" 

the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  with  the  other  money  counts,  debtor  not  to 

Plea,  non  assumpsit,  and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  *"®  ^  KK)d'^pe- 

Bayley,  J.  at  the  Yorkshire  summer  assizes,  1828,  the  case  titioniog  ere- 

was  this.     The  plaintiffs  were  the  assignees  of  one  Caw-      Goods  tvere 

pion,  a  bankrupt,  and  they  brought  the  action  against  the  assigned  hyA. 

to     B»f    C/a,    -I^'l 

defendant,   who  was  chief  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  Lang-  and  £.,  upon 

borough,  in  the  North  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  recover  the  [J,"^^iJ|^^^ 

sum  of  16 1/.,  the  value  of  certain  effects  of  the  bankrupt  and  such  other 

which  had  been  sold  by  the  defendant  under  an  execution.  arshouTd^cxe^ 

The  only  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  John  Barr,  the  cute  tlie  deed, 

petitioning  creditor,  had  or  had  not  a  good  petitioning  ere-  trustees  and 

ditor's  debt;  and  that  question  depended  upon  the  operation  creditors  exc- 

of  a  composition  deed  which  had  been  executed  by  the  before  a  cer- 

bankrupt  about  ten  weeks  prior  to  the  seizure  of  the  goods.  ?''j   ontain-* 

The  deed  was  made  between  the  bankrupt,  of  the  first  part;  ed  an  absolute 

John  Barr,  Thomas  Hudson,  Robert  Johnson,  and  Thomas  the^trustees*^ 

Coser,  creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  of  the  second  part;  and  a"^  creditors 
,  -  ,  It-  would  not  sue, 

the  several  persons  whose  names  were  thereunder  written,  arrest,  im- 

or. thereunto  annexed,  and  seals  affixed,  also  creditors  of  P^**^>  ^f  P*^" 

.  .  secute  A.  or 

the  bankrupt,  of  the  third  part.     It  recited  that  the  bank-  his  executors, 

rupt  was  indebted  to  the  jseveral  persons,  parties  of  the  ^j^r^Ijods^'^ 

second  and  third  parts,  in  the  several  sums  of  money  set  lands,  &c. 

opposite  to  their  respective  names  in  the  schedule  thereto  ex^uted  ^^ 

annexed;  that  he  was  unable  to  discharge  those  debts;  within  the 

that  he  had  proposed  to  assign  to  Barr,  Hudson,  Johnson,  q^^  i^ut  not  by 

and  Coser,  all  his  personal  estate  and  effects,  upon  the  P-  ^^  ®'  '^^^ 
,  deed  enures  as 

trusts  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  that  they,  and  the  ere-  a  release  of 
ditors  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part,  had  agreed  to  accept  |||g  ^® 3*  ^illd 
such  assignment  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  their  C.,  and  a  corn- 
debts,  and  to  give  releases  for  the  same  as  thereinafter  bankmptafter- 
mentioned.     It  then  witnessed,  that,  for  the  considerations  ^wcdi  issued 
therein  mentioned,  the  bankrupt  had  granted,  bargained,  for  want  of  a 

sold,     assigned,    transferred    and    set    over    unto    Barr,  *?^***'^"B  P^ 
'  ®        '  titionine  cre- 

ditor's debt. 
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-1829.         Hudson,   Johnson,  and   Coser,  all  and   every   the  house- 
hold  goods   and  furniture^    and   all   the   stock  in  trade, 
goods,    wares  and    merchandise^    book  and  other  debts, 
bonds,  notes,  bills  and  securities,  of  or  belonging  to  biiUi 
the  bankrupt,  to  have,  hold,  receive  and  take  all  and  sin- 
gular the  said  household  goods,  8u:.y  thereby  assigned  to 
them,  their  executors,  8cc.,  vi^holly  and  absolutely  as  their 
own  proper  goods  and  chattels,  upon  trust,  that  they,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  sell  and 
dispose  of  all  the  said  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  get 
in  the  debts  and  monies  owing  to  the  bankrupt,  and  stand 
and  be  possessed  of  the  money  so  to  be  received,  in  trust; 
first  to  pay  certain  costs  therein  mentioned,  and  then  to 
pay  themselves  and  the  other  creditors  the  amount  of  their 
debts,  ratably,  provided  the  parties  thereto  of  the  second 
and  third  parts  should,  on  or  before  the  first  of  February 
then  next,   make  proof  of  their  debts,  if  required,  and 
execute  the  deed.     It  then  contained  a  covenant  by  the 
trustees  and  creditors,  to  and  with  the  baukrupt,  his  execu- 
tors, &c.,  that  they  the  said  creditors,  parties  thereto  of 
the  second  and  third  parts,  would  not  sue   the  bankrupt 
for  their  debts,  and  that,  in  case  any  of  them  did,  the  deed 
should  be  a  sufficient  release  and  discharge,  both  at  law 
and  in  equity,  to  the  bankrupt;  and  the  bankrupt  should 
be  thereby  acquitted  and  discharged  from  the  said  debts. 
The  deed  was  executed  by  only  two  of  the  trustees.  Ban 
and  Hudson.     It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  Barr,  the  petitioning  creditor  under  the  commis- 
sion, having  executed  the  deed,  had  thereby  released  his 
debt,  and  consequently  that  there  was  no  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt.     On  the  other  hand  it  was  insisted,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  deed  itself,  having  been  exe- 
cuted by  two  only  of  the  four  trustees,  was  void,  and  con- 
sequently that  Barr's  debt  was  not  extinguished.    The 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  Burr's  debt  was  extin- 
guished by  his  execution  of  the  deed,  and   therefore  non- 
suited the  plaintiffs;  but  leave  wfis  given  to  move  to  enter 
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a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  1829. 

differeut  opinion.    A  rule  qisi  having  been  obtained  ao-  T*^"*^*^ 
cordioglj. 


Mabwood. 


Hutchinson  now  shewed  cause.  Parties  who  are  privies 
aad  have  assented  to  a  deed  of  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  cannot  set  it  up  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
Bamford  v.  Baron  {a),  but  other  persons  may;  and  it  is  no 
objection  to  an  action  brought  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
to  recover  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  that  some  of  them 
have  concurred  in  such  a  deed :  for  the  objection  applies 
only  to  the  petitioning  creditor,  who  originates  the  com- 
mission, Tappenden  v.  Burgess  (6).  Doe  v.  Anderson  (c) 
will  perhaps  be  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  because  it 
was  there  held,  that  a  creditor  who  was  ignorant  that  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed  by  his  debtor,  and 
who  executed  a  composition  deed  for  the  amount  of  his 
debt,  and  received  a  dividend  under  it,  might  still  become 
a  petitioning  creditor  in  respect  of  the  original  debt.  But 
the  ground  of  that  decision  was,  that  the  deed  being  void 
by  means  of  the  previous  act  of  bankruptcy,  could  not 
operate  in  extinguishment  of  the  debt;  whereas  here  the 
deed  is  valid,  for  there  was  no  previous  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  did  operate  in  extinguishment  of  Barr^s  debt,  he  being 
a  party  to  it.  It  will  perhaps  be  urged  that  there  was 
another  act  of  bankruptcy  subsequent  to  the  deed,  and  that 
Barr  not  being  privy  to  that,  is  a  good  petitioning  creditor, 
although  a  party  to  the  deed.     But  the  answer  is,  that  his 


(a)  2  T.  EL  594.  A  trader  com- 
mits an  act  of  bankruptcjf  by  as- 
signing all  his  stock  in  trade  to  A., 
who  is  a  party  to  and  executes  the 
deed  of  assignment.  J.  cannot  be 
a  petitioning  creditor  in  a  com- 
mission grounded  on  that  act  of 
bankruptcy.  Per  Lord  EUenbo- 
nmghy  in  Jacktor\,v.  Irvin,  2  Campb. 
49.   Nor  can  a  creditor,  who,  with- 


out executing,  has  assented  to  the 
deed,  by  approving  of  acts  done 
under  it  by  tlie  trustees.  Per 
Gt66<,  C.  J.  in  Back  v.  Gooch,  4 
Campb.  «SS,  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  13. 
And  see  Hicks  v.  BurfiiC,  4  Campb. 
S35,  n. 

(b)  4  East,  {230;  1  Smith,  33. 

(c)  5  M.  &  S.   161;    1  Stack. 
N.P.C.  262. 
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debt  was  already  actually  extinguished ;  if  he  had  brought 
an  action  for  it,  the  deed  and  the  release  contained  in  it 
might  have  been  pleaded  in  bar.  Dean  v.  Newhall{a) ;  and 
a  debt  for  which  a  party  cannot  sue  in  a  Court  of  law,  is 
not  such  a  debt  as  will  support  a  commission  of  bankrupt. 
Lastly,  it  will  be  contended  that  the  deed  is  absolutely  void, 
because  it  was  executed  by  two  only  of  the  four  trustees. 
But  that  objection  cannot  prevail.  The  effect  of  that  is, 
npt  to  render  the  deed  void,  but  to  prevent  the  trustees 
who  did  not  execute  it  from  taking  the  benefit  of  its  pro- 
visions. The. deed  itself  is  equally  valid;  it  passed  the 
property  out  of  the  bankrupt,  and  might  have  been  enforced 
against  him. 


J.  Williams,  conUi.  Bamford  v.  Burgess  (6),  and  Tap- 
penden  v.  Burgess  {c),  are  authorities  to  shew  that  a  creditor 
who  has  become  a  party  to  a  composition  deed,  and  has 
received  a  dividend  under  it,  cannot  afterwards  set  it  up  as 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  But  they  go  no  further.  Doe  v. 
Anderson  (d)  does  go  further,  and  that  is  an  authority  to 
shew  that  a  creditor  who,  in  ignorance  that  his  debtor  has 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  executes  a  composition 
deed  for  the  amount  of  his  debt,  and  receives  a  dividend 
under  it,  may  become  a  petitioning  creditor  in  respect  of 
his  original  debt,  because  the  deed  is  wholly  void  by  the 
previous  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  therefore  does  not  extin- 
guish that  debt.  In  this  case,  even  if  the  deed  is  not  abso- 
lutely void,  it  is  at  least  voidable;  it  might  have  been 
avoided  at  any  moment,  and  set  up  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
by  any  one  of  the  creditors  who  did  not  execute  it:  and 
such  a  deed  will  not  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  a  debt. 


(a)  8T.R.  168,  where  it  was 
held,  that  the  oblige  of  a  bond 
having  covenanted  not  to  sue  one 
of  two  joint  and  several  obligors, 
and  having  nevertlieiess  sued  him, 
the  deed  might  be  pleaded  in  bar, 


although  he  might  still  sue  the 
other  obligor. 

(b)  2T.R.594. 

(c)  4  East,  2S0;  1  Smith,  33. 
(<0  5  M.&S.   161;   1  Suui. 

N.P.C.  262. 
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But  the  deed  is  absolutely  void,  and  not  voidable  only.         18^9. 

It  is  not  to  take  effect  until  all  the  four  trustees  have  exe-        e 

Small 

cuted  it;  their  execution  of  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  r. 

its  having  any  operation  at  all.  The  trust  is  joint,  not  joint 
and  several ;  it  is  to  the  four  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of 
them :  and  there  is  a  proviso  that  the  parties  of  the  second 
part,  t.  e.  the  four  trustees,  shall  execute  the  deed  on  or 
before  a  specified  day.  That  proviso  has  never  been  ob- 
served, and  the  deed,  consequently,  is  void  for  non^perform- 
ance  of  the  condition  precedent.  Lastly,  even  if  the  deed 
could  be  held  valid,  it  would  still  not  operate  to  extinguish 
the  debt;  its  utmost  effect  would  be  to  take  away  thie 
remedy.  The  creditor  may  be  prevented  by  the  deed  from 
suing  his  debtor;  but  though  the  remedy  may  be  gone  the 
debt  may  remain,  and  may  be  a  good  debt  to  support  a 
commission  of  bankrupt. . 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Bay  LEY,  J. — This  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  nonsuit 
and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.    The   question 
raised  upon  the  argument  of  the  case  was,  whether  Barr, 
the  petitioning  creditor,  was  precluded  by  the  deed  of  as* 
signment  executed  by  the  bankrupt  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors  in  December,  1826,  from  suing  out  the  commis- 
sion which  issued  in  May,  1827.     It  was  admitted  that, 
independently  of  the  deed,  there  was  a  good  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, by  lying  in  prison  for  two  months,  subsequent  to 
the.date  of  the  deed.     The  bankrupt,  by  the  deed,  con- 
veyed all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  to  Barr  and  three 
other  persons,  upon  trust,  first  to  discharge  certain  costs, 
and  next  to  pay  themselves  and  the  other  creditors  ratably, 
in  proportion  to  the  respective  debts.     The  deed  contained 
this  proviso  : — Provided  that  the  said  parties  of  the  second 
and  third  parts  shall  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  February 
next  make  proof  of  their  debts,  if  required,  **  and  execute 
these  presents.^'     It  was  contended  at  the  bar  that  the  words 
''4U]d  execute  these  presents''  constituted  a  condition  pre- 
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18^.         cedent,  and  that  the  deed,  having  been  executed  by  Ban 
^"T^"^^^      and  one  other  of  the  four  trustees  only,  was,  by  the  non- 
V.  performance  of  that  condition,  absolutely  void,  and,  conse- 

Marwood.  quently  that  Barrs  debt  was  not  extinguished,  but  sub- 
sisted as  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt  to  support  the 
commission.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  effect  of  those 
words  in  the  proviso  is,  not  to  avoid  the  deed  in  case  the 
parties  named  in  it  do  not  execute  it  by  the  day  limited, 
but  merely  to  deprive  such  parties  of  the  right  to  receive 
any  dividend  under  the  deed.  The  deed  contained  a  cove- 
nant by  the  creditors  not  to  sue,  arrest,  implead,  or  prose- 
cute the  bankrupt,  or  his  goods  or  chattels,  lands  or  tene- 
ments, for  or  on  account  of  any  debt ;  and  if  any  of  them 
did,  that  the  deed  might  be  pleaded  as  a  release  of  any  such 
debt.  Now  the  issuing  a  commission  is  a  species  of  suit 
or  proceeding  against  the  bankrupt ;  therefore,  this  deed,  if 
valid,  would  prevent  the  issuing  of  a  commission.  It  was, 
however  contended  that  the  deed  was  wholly  void  upon  the 
ground  of  its  not  having  been  executed  by  all  the  trustees. 
We  have  looked  into  the  authorities  bearing  upon  this  point, 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  they  are  decisive  to  shew  that 
the  deed  is  not  void  on  that  ground.  I  proceed  to  notice 
some  of  the  leading  cases.  One  of  the  earliest  is  that  of 
Smith  V.  Wheeler  (a).  There,  Maine,  being  possessed  of 
two  parts  of  a  rectory  for  80  years,  in  1643,  by  indenture, 
made  an  assignment  of  them  to  Crook  and  Bleak,  upon 
trust  for  himself  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  for  payment 
of  his  debts,  and  for  the  raising  of  several  sums  to  be  paid 
to  divers  of  his  kindred ;  with  a  proviso,  that  if  he  should 
leave  issue,  then  upon  trust  for  such  issue.  It  was  fouud 
upon  special  verdict  that  he  had  issue  a  son,  and  that  he 
took  the  profits  during  his  life,  that  the  assignees  had  no 
notice  of  the  trust  during  his  life,  and  that  after  his 
death  one  of  them  assented  and  the  other  dissented  (b)\ 

(a)  1  Ventr.  128;  2  Keb.  564,  but  the  interest  being  a  chattel,  a 

60B;  1  Lev.  279.  disclaimer  by  parol  would  have 

{b)  It  does  not  appear  in  what  been  sufficient.     Vide  Sheppard*s 

manner  the  dissent  was  expressed,  Touchstone,  285,  post,  191,  n. 
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that  in  1648  he  committed  treason,  of  which  he  was  after- 
wards attainted,  and  died  in   l66l;  and  that  the  crown 
granted   his  interest  to   Smith,  the  plaintiff.     The   ques- 
tion, was,  whether  the  whole  term  was  forfeited  by  the 
attainder,  which  must  clearly  have  been  the  case,  unless  the 
term  had  passed  to  the  trustees  under  the  assignment.     It 
was  adjudged  by  Tyrrel  and  Archer  in  the  Common  Pleas, 
they  being  the  only  judges  then  in  Court,  for  the  defendant 
Wheeler,  that  it  was  not  forfeited.     They  must,  therefore, 
have  been  of  opinion  that  it  had  passed  to  the  trustees. 
Their  judgment  was  affirmed  after  argument,  in  error,  in 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and   Hak,  C.  J.  said,  "  Crook 
is  a  good  lessor,  for  the  other  trustee's  disagreement  makes 
the  estate  wholly  At5."     Although  the  deed  remained  with 
the  assignor  during  the  whole  of  his  life,  and  the  assignees 
knew  nothing  of  it  until  after  his  death,  the  whole  term  was 
held  to  vest  in  the  one  of  the  two  trustees  who  assented  to 
the  deed.  That  case,  therefore,  establishes,  that  where  there 
is  an  assignment  to  two  trustees,  one  of  whom  assents  and 
the  other  dissents,  the  whole  estate  vests  in  the  assenting 
trustee.     The  assignor  may,  by  express  proviso,  make  the 
deed  void  unless  all  the  trustees  execute  the  deed,  or  other- 
wise assent  to  the  trust  estate ;  but  unless  he  does  so  by 
express  proviso,  that  case  shews  that  the  property  will  vest 
in  the  assenting  trustee.     In   Crewe  v.  Dicken  (a),  it  ap- 
peared that  one  of  two  trustees  for  the  sale  of  an  estate  not 
chusing  to  act  under  the  trust  deed,  released,  and  conveyed 
to  his  co-trustee  all  his  estate  and  interest.     The  other 
trustee  contracted  to  sell  the  estate  to  the  defendant  Dicken, 
who  refused  to  complete  the  purchase   unless  both  the 
trustees  joined  in  giving  a  receipt  for  the  purchase  money. 
Crewe,  the  acting  trustee,  thereupon  filed  a  bill   against 
Dicken,  the  purchaser,  to  compel  him  to  complete  the  pur- 
chase.    It  was  insisted  that  Dicken's  objection  was  well 
founded,  and  that  he  could  not  be  compelled  to  accept  a 
conveyance  and  take  a  receipt  from  one  of  the  trustees  only. 
Lord  Loughborough  was  of  opinion  that  if  the  other  trustee 
(fl)  4  Ves.  97. 
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had  merely  renounced  without  doing  any  other  act,  the  whole 
estate  would  have  been  vested  in  the  acting  trustee,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  other  trustee  had  died  during  the  life 
of  the  testator;  but  he  thought  that  the  other  trustee  could 
not  have  released  without  having  assented  to  the  convey- 
ance; and  upon  that  ground  he  held  that  the  purchaser 
could  not  be  compelled  to  complete  his  contract.     That 
case,  therefore,  is  an  authority  to  shew,  that  where  there  is 
a  conveyance  to  two  trustees,  one  of  whom  assents,  and 
the '  other  dissents,  without  doing  any  act  to  shew  that  he 
ever  assented,  the  whole  property  vests  in  the  assenting 
trustee;  but  that  where  both  trustees  have  once  assented, 
both  must  join  in  giving  the  purchaser  a  receipt  for  the 
purchase  money,  and   that   the   act  of  releasing  by  one 
amounted  to  evidence  that  he  had  once  assented  to  the  con- 
veyance.    That  decision,  as  regards  the  last  point  only, 
was  afterwards  corrected  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the   case  of 
Nicolson  V.  Wordsworth  and  Hutton  (a).     There  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  estate  filed  a  bill  against  the  defendants  to 
compel  them  to  execute  a  conveyance.     It  appeared  by  the 
answer  that  the  defendants  had  been  made  executors  under 
the  will  of  one  Richard  Wordsworth,  but  that  Hutton  had 
renounced  probate,  and  refused  to  act ;  and  had  by  indenture 
bargained,  sold,  released,  quitted  claim  and  conveyed  to  the 
other  executor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  his  estate  in  the  pro- 
perty.    It  was  contended  on  the  one  hand  that  the  release 
was  equivalent  to  an  acceptance  of  the  devised  estate ;  and 
on  the  other  that  the  release,  being  made  with  an  intent  to 
disclaim,  was   equivalent  to   a  disclaimer.     Lord    Eldofi, 
after  hearing  the  case  argued,  is  reported  to  have  said,  '*  It 
seems  to  have  been  taken  for  law  from  an  older  period  than 
the  date  oi  Crewe  v.  Dicken,  and  sanctioned  by  Lord  Hale, 
that  if  an  estate  is  conveyed  to  two  persons  in  trust,  and 
one  will  not  act  as  trustee,  the  estate  vests  in  the  other. 
If,  therefore,  the  party  executes  a  simple  instrument,  and 
under  his  hand  and  seal  declares  that  he  disclaims, — that  is, 
(a)  2  Swanst.  365. 
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dissents  from  being  a  trustee, — ^the  fact  must  be  taken  to 
be  that  he  is  no  trustee.  But  in  Crewe  v.  Dicken  the  diffi- 
culty occurred  that,  instead  of  doing  this,  the  party  con- 
veyed his  estate  to  the  other  trustee.  His  lordship  then 
alluded  to  Lord  Loughborough's  opinion  upon  the  effect  of 
the  release,  and  added,  '*  If  the  essence  of  the  act  is  dis^ 
claimer,  and  if  this  point  were  res  Integra,  I  should  be  in- 
clined to  think  that  if  the  mere  fact  of  disclaimer  (a)  is  to 
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(a)  As  the  law  stood  in  the  dme 
of  Lord  Cokey  {Butler  and  Baker's 
case,  3  Co.  Rep.  35,)  where  an 
estate  of  freehold  was  once  vested, 
the  parly  could  get  rid  of  that 
estate  only  by  conveying  it  over,  or 
by  disclaiming,  either  in  a  court  of 
record,  or  by  some  public  and  n9to- 
rious  act,  wholly  inconsistent  with 
an  acceptance  of  the  estate,  (as 
to  which,  however,  see  U.  17  £.  3, 
fo.  6,  pi.  18;  Fitz.  Abr.  Estoppel, 
pi.  217.)  Tlie  former  course  would 
often  leave  him  liable  to  serious 
responsibility.  But  the  disclaimer 
appears  to  afford  complete  indem- 
nity ;  as  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  any 
burthen  from  which  the  party  could 
not  relieve  himself  by  resorting  to 
a  court  of  record  either  as  tenant, 
vouchee,  prayee  in  aid,  or  defor- 
ciant in  a  real  action,  or  as  plain- 
tiff or  defendant  in  a  personal  ac- 
tion, or  by  doing  some  act  incon- 
sistent with  an  acceptance  of  the 
estate.  But  though  no  inconve- 
nience could  arise  to  the  party  him- 
self by  suffering  the  option  to  re- 
main in  him  till  he  was  called  into 
action,  the  suspence  and  delay 
were  found  to  be  injurious  to  the 
interests  of  those  who  would  take 
upon  the  disclaimer.  They  had  no 
means  of  compelling  an  election. 
It  was,  therefore,  thought  advisa- 
kAe  to  resort  to  the  execution  of  a 


deed  of  disclaimer,  which  required 
neither  the  occurrence  of  a  state  of 
things  which  should  call  upon  the 
first  taker  to  do  an  act  in  pais,  nor 
the  prosecution  or  defence  of  a 
proceeding  in  a  court  of  record. 
This  course  has  now  prevailed  for 
neariy  half  a  century  amongst  con- 
veyancers, and  seems  to  be  recog- 
nized by  the  case  of  Crewe  v. 
Dicken,  cited  in  the  principal  case, 
though  the  point  was  not  there 
discussed,  and  the  old  distinction 
between  real  and  personal  estate 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  ad- 
verted to.  And  see  Adams  v. 
Taunton,  5  Madd.  435.  Fortu- 
nately for  the  judicial  establish- 
ment of  this  novel  expedient,  an 
action  of  covenant  was  a  few  years 
since  brought  by  the  representar 
rives  of  a  mortgagee  against  the 
mortgagor,  who,  being  unprepar- 
ed with  the  amount  of  the  debt, 
for  the  sake  of  gaining  time  de- 
murred to  the  declaration,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  derived 
title  through  a  deed  of  disclaimer. 
This  demurrer,  in  the  absence  of 
the  defendant's  counsel,  was  ar- 
gued by  a  person  into  whose  hands 
a  mere  copy  of  the  demurrer  book 
had  been  placed  but  a  few  hours 
before.  The  decision  was  in  fa- 
vour of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de- 
fendant, having  gained  all  the  delay 
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remove  all  difficulties^  and 
trustee^  a  party  who  releases 

be  wanted,  declined  carrying  the 
case  further.  See  Toumson  v.  IHcA- 
ell,  SB.  &c  A.  31,  The  judgment 
of  the  Court  there  proceeded  partly 
OQ  the  supposed  inconvenience  of 
the  old  rule,  and  partly  on  the  au- 
thority of  two  cases,  viz.  Thompson 
V.  Leachf  3  Ventris,  198,  and  Boni" 
/out  V.  Greenfield,  Cro.  £liz.  80, 
and  1  Leonard,  60.  In  the  first  of 
these  cases^  Pollexfeny  C.  J.^  and 
Powell  and  Rokeby,  Justices,  held 
against  VentriSf  J.,  that  where 
tenant  for  life  surrenders  to  the 
remainder  man  in  tail,  who  after- 
wards assents  to  the  surrender, 
the  assent  shall  not  relate  back 
to  the  surrender,  but  that  the  sur- 
render shall  take  effect  only  from 
the  time  of  the  assent.  This  ap- 
pears from  Ventris's  statement  to 
have  been  determined  on  the  ground 
that  a  surrender  is  inoperative 
without  an  exprets  assent  on  the 
part  of  the  surrenderee.  Upon  the 
argument  of  the  case  of  Tovmton 
V.  Tickell,  3  B.  &  A.  31,  the  Court 
was  not  apprized  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  in  Thompson  v. 
Leach,  though  affirmed  in  K.B., 
(3  Mod.  296,)  was  reversed  in 
Dom.  Proc.  (15  Lords'  Journals, 
163,)  and  that  in  a  subsequent 
action  between  the  same  parties, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  adopted 
the  opinion  of  Ventris,  J.,  which 
had  been  thus  confirmed  by  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  last  re- 
sort, 9  Salk.  618.  The  applica- 
tion of  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  in  Thompson  v. 
Leach,  supposing  it  to  have  beeii 
correct,  to  the  case  .of  a  devise, 


vest  the  estate  in  the  other 
,  and  thereby  declares  that  he 

appears  to  be  repugnant  to  the  rule 
laid  down  by  Lord  Coke :  "  In  the 
case  of  a  devise  by  will  of  lands, 
whereof  the  devisor  is  seised  in 
fee,  the  freehold  or  interest  in  law 
is  in  the  devisee  before  be  doth 
enter;  and  in  that  case  nothing, 
having  r^ard  to  the  estate  or  in- 
terest devised,  descendeth  to  the 
heir."  Co.  litt.  Ill,  a.  and  2 
Tho.Co.  Litt.  645;  sanctioned  by 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  who,  in  Doe  d.  Smylh 
\. Smyth,  6  B.&C.  113, 116,  9D. 
&  R.  136,  says,  <♦  It  is  clear  that  a 
devised  interest  vests  in  the  devi- 
see, by  presumption  of  law,  before 
entry."  Bonifaut  v.  Greenjkid 
merely  determined  that  where  one 
of  three  executors,  to  whom  lands 
are  devised  for  sale,  refuses  by 
parol  to  act,  such  refusal,  inas- 
much as  it  deprives  him  of  the 
character  of  executor,  vests  the 
power  of  sale  in  the  acting  execu- 
tors; it  being  expressly  provided, 
by  21 H.  8,  c.  4,  '<  that  where  part 
of  the  executors  named  in  any 
such  testament  of  any  such  person 
so  making  or  declaring  any  such 
will  of  lands,  &c.,  to  be  sold  by 
.  his  executors,  do  refuse  to  take 
upon  him  or  them  the  administra- 
tion and  chaise  of  the  same  testa- 
ment and  last  will  wherein  they 
be  so  named  to  be  executors,  and 
the  residue  of  the  executors,  do 
accept  and  take  upon  them  the 
cure  and  chai^ge  of  the  same  tes- 
tament and  last  will,  then  all 
bargains  and  sales  of  such  lands, 
&c.,  so  willed  to  be  sold  by  the 
executors  of  any  such  testatoi, 
made  by  him  or  them  only  of  the 
said  executors  that  so  doth  accept. 
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will  not  take  as  trustee,  gives 
not  take  as  trustee ;"  and  he 

or  that  heretofore  bath  accepted 
and  taken  apoa  him  or  them  aoy 
soch  cure  or  charge  of  administra* 
tioo  of  any  such  will  and  testa- 
ment, shall   be  as  good   and  as 
effectaal  in  the  law  as  if  all  the 
residue  of  tbe  same  executors  nam- 
ed in  the  said  testament,  so  refus- 
ing the  administration  of  the  same 
testament,  had  joined  with  him  or 
them  in  the  making  of  the  bargain 
and  sale  of  such  lands,  &c.,  so 
willed  to  be  sold  by  the  executors 
of  any  soch  testator  which  hereto- 
fore bath  made  or  declared,  or 
that  hereafter  shall  make  or  de- 
clare any  soch  will  of  any  such 
lands,  tenements,  or  other  heredi- 
taments, after  bis  decease,  to  be 
sold  by  his  executors.^    Where  a 
man  devises  that    his  executors 
shall  sell  his  land,  the  vendee  is 
in,  not  by  tbe  executors  but  by  the 
devisor.    Co.  litt.  113,  a. 

In  T.  IS  R.  S,  Fitz.  Abr.  Joint- 
tenancy,  pi.  9,  a  charter  of  feoff- 
ment was  made  to  four,  and  after 
livery  of  seisin  to  three  in  the 
name  of  all,  the  fourth  saw  the 
deed,  and  said  by  parol  that  he 
•rould  have  nothing  in  the  land, 
nor  agree  to  the  deed,  but  disagree. 
And  after  a  special  verdict  in 
assize  pending  this  matter,  it  was 
adjudged  the  writ  brought  by  tbe 
three  should  abate,  inasmuch  as 
tliat  this  disagreement  by  word  in 
pais  could  not  divest  the  freehold 
out  of  him. 

In  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  285, 
it  is  said,  that  '^  feoffments,  gifts, 
grants,  and  leases,  may  be  avoided 
by  the  disagreement  of  the  party  to 
whom  they  are  made;  and  if  it  be  a 
lease  for  years  that  is  made,  he  may 


the  best  evidence  that  he  will 

ultimately  decided  that  where 

waive  and  avoid  that  by  word  of 
mouth  in  the  country,  as  well  as  a 
gift  of  goods  or  an  obligation  deli- 
vered to  his  use;  (sed  vide  M.  7  £. 
4,  fo.  20,  pi.  21;)  but  if  it  be  an 
estate  of  freehold  that  is  made  by 
feoffment,  it  seems  be  cannot  waive 
and  avoid  that  but  in  a  court  of 
record." 

One  reason  for  requiring  the  dis- 
claimer to  be  by  matter  of  record  or 
by  some  notorious  act  done  which 
would  be  wrongful  if  the  party 
meant  to  take  to  the  estate,  seems 
to  have  been,  that  if  the  estate 
could  be  divested  in  any  other 
manner,  tbe  tenant  to  the  praecipe 
could  not  be  known,  and  estates 
lying  in  livery  would  be  dealt  with 
in  the  same  secret  manner  as  those 
lying  in  grant;  an  evil  to  which  we 
are  now  rendered  familiar  by  the 
unforeseen  operation  of  the  statute 
of  uses,  but  which  seems  to  be  al- 
together abhoirent  to  the  common 
law.  This  reason  does  not  apply 
to  things  lying  in  grant;  and  per- 
haps with  respect  to  them,  a  dis- 
claimer by  deed  would  at  all  times 
have  been  sufficient.  In  the  prin- 
cipal case  the  assignment  being  of 
personalty,  a  disclaimer  by  parol 
would,  according  to  Sheppard,  have 
been  sufficient  to  devest  the  estate. 

An  use  might  have  been  waived 
by  parol  before  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
3  Co.  Rep.  27.  A  trust  estate 
may  therefore  be  so  waived  by 
cestui  que  trust  siuce  the  statute. 
As  to  the  waiver  of  a  copyhold  by 
the  devisee,  t.  e.  by  the  cestui  que 
use  of  the  surrender  appointed  by 
the  will  of  the  surrenderor,  see 
Res  V.  Sir  T.  M.  Wilson,  post, 
vol.  iv. 
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one  trustee  releases  with  the  intention  to  disclaim,  the  pro- 
perty vests  in  the  other^  the  assenting  trustee.  Now  these 
cases  all  proceed  upon  the  same  principle,  namely,  that 
where  a  conveyance  is  made  to  several  trustees,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  all  of  them  should  execute  the  deed  or  accept 
the  trust,  but  that  the  property  will  vest  in  those  who 
do  execute  or  accept.  Applying  that  principle  to  this 
case,  as  Barr  and  Hudson  accepted  the  trust  and  the  other 
trustees  renounced  it,  the  consequence  is  that  the  whole 
property  vested  in  the  former,  the  two  assenting  trustees. 
When  the  case  was  argued  I  entertained  some  doubt  whe- 
ther the  deed  would  operate  as  a  release  of  the  debt  owing 
to  Barr,  unless  the  intended  trust  property  were  actually 
delivered  over  to  the  trustees ;  but  on  consideration,  I  am 
satisfied  that  that  raises  no  foundation  upon  which  to  build 
the  conclusion  that  the  d^cd  is  inoperative.  Barr  and 
Hudson,  who  executed  the  deed,  have  every  thing  which  the 
deed  stipulated  to  give  them,  if  they  chuse  to  take  it.  The 
release  was  given  in  consideration  of  the  assignment,  and  is 
therefore  an  operative  deed ;  and  Barr*8  debt  being  thereby 
extinguished,  it  follows  that  the  commission  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  non- 
suit was  right,  and  that  the  rule  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  And  see  Holmes  v.  Love  and  sent  to  the  deed,  within  six  months 

Tucker,  5  D.  &  R.  56;  3  B.  &  C.  from  the  date  thereof,  it  should  be 

4«;  1   Ry.  &  Moo.  N.  P.C.  138.  void."    Some  of  the  creditors  did 

There,  the  tenant  of  leasehold  pre-  not  execute  the  deed,  but  there 

mises  by  deed  assigned  bis  interest  was  no  evidence  of  their  refasbg 

to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  to  do  so.    It  was  held,  that  such 

creditors,  with  a  proviso,  <'  that  if  non-execution    was  not  a  refusal 

all  and  every  the  creditors  should  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso, 

refuse  to  execute  or  otherwise  con-  and  did  not  make  the  deed  void. 
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Pope  and  another^  Assignees  of  Garbet,  a  Bankrupt,      ^-^^/^"^ 

V.  Biggs. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  for  use  and  occupation,  with  A  mortgagee, 
xL  ^  r       *•  •  r*      after  notice  to 

the  money  counts,  upon  causes  of  action  accruing  after  ^  tenant  hold- 

the  bankruptcy  (a).     Plea,  nil  debet.     At  the  trial  before  in^anderade- 
Gaselee,  J.    at   the   Berkshire    Summer    Assizes,    1828,  mortgagorflub- 

the  case  was  this.     The   commission  under  which  Gar^  »fq«en^  to 

the  mortgage, 
bet   was  declared   a   bankrupt,    issued  on    the  20th  of  is  entitled  to 

February,  1827.     He  was  at  that  time,  and  had  for  some  [Je'time  ofthe 

years  previous,  been  the  mortgagor  in  possession  of  six  notice  as  well 

houses  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Reading  in  Berkshire.     In  ^g  due^aaiM-- 

1823  and  1824,  he  mortgaged  the  houses  to  several  persons,  wards;  and  an 

The  defendant  occupied  one  of  the  houses  as  tenant  to  received  such 

Garbet  under  an  agreement,  and  he  also  acted  as  agent  for  ^^^  ^^^  '^® 
y-*     ,       .  .  .  mortgagor 

Garbet,  in  receiving  the  rents  of  the  other  houses,  and  ap-  after  his  bank- 
plying  the  proceeds  in  liquidation  of  the  interest  due  on  the  JJ'e^^^o'hold"^' 
mortgages ;  and   he  had  accounted  with  Garbet  for  his  them  for  the 
receipts  and  disbursements  up  to  Christmas,  1826.     The  mortgagee, 

action  was  brought  by  the  assignees  of  Garbet  to  recover  ^}^^  'he 
-  o         .f  w  ^  assignees  of 

from  the  defendant  three  quarters  rent  from  Midsummer  the  mortgagor. 

1827,  to  Lady-day  1828,  and  also  the  amount  of  rents  re- 
ceived by  him  from  the  other  tenants  since  the  bankruptcy, 
in  the  years  1827  and  1828.  The  tenancies  of  those  tenants 
all  commenced  after  the  mortgages,  but  at  a  time  when 
Garbet  had  the  entire  control  of  the  premises.  The  de- 
fendant resisted  these  claims,  partly  upon  the  ground  of 
payments  made  by  him  in  1827  and  1828  to  the  mortgagees 
on  account  of  interest  due  to  them,  and  partly  on  the  ground 
of  notices  given  to  him  by  the  mortgagees  since  the  bank- 
ruptcy. It  was  proved  that  on  the  22d  of  February,  1828, 
after  the  bankruptcy,  the  mortgagees  gave  notice  to  all 
the  tenants  that  the  interest  was  in  arrear,  requiring  them 
to  pay  their  rents  to  them  in  liquidation  of  the  interest  in 

(a)  Strictly  speaking,  therefore,      tifis  to  declare  in  their  representa- 
It  was  annecessary  for  the  plain-      live  character. 
▼OL.  IV.  O 
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future,  and  threatening,  in  default  of  their  so  doing,  to  adopt 
legal  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  the  rents.    There 
was  rent  in  arrear  at  the  date  of  these  notices^  and  other 
rent  afterwards  accrued  due,  all  of  which  the  defendant  bad 
received,  and  had  paid  over  to  the  mortgagees  in  liquidation 
of  the  interest,  except  his  own  rent  and  one  other  small 
sum,  which  were  together  but  just  sufficient  to  pay  the  next 
half  year's  interest,  which  would  become  due  to  the  mort- 
gagees in  about  three  months  after  the  action  was  com- 
menced.    It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
first,  that  the  defendant  could  not  set  up  any  of  those  pay- 
ments in  answer  to  their  claim,  because  if  the  bankrupt,  the 
mortgagor,   had  sued  the   tenants,   they  could    not  have 
pleaded  nil  habuit  in  tenementis  against  him  or  have  ques- 
tioned his  right  to  recover  the  rent ;  secondly,  that  at  all 
events,  the  mortgagor  was  entitled  to  the  rent  which  accrued 
due   before  the  notice  served   by  the   mortgagees;   and, 
thirdly,   that  the  defendant  having  received  the  rents  as 
agent  for  the  mortgagor,  could  not  set  up  the  claims  of 
third  persons  against  the  claim  of  his  principal  in  his^  own 
discharge.    The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  de- 
fendant was  justified  in  making  all  the  payments  to  the 
mortgagees,  as  well  those  before  as  those  after   the  notice, 
imd  was  also  entitled  to  retain  the  other  money  to  meet  the 
interest  accruing  due,  and,  therefore,  that  he  had  given  a 
good  answer  to  the  action.     His  lordship,  consequently, 
nonsuited  the  plaintiffs,  but  gave  them  permission  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  such  sum  as  the  Court  should  direct. 

Rusself,  Serjt.,  in  Midsummer  term  last,  having  moved 
accordingly,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi, 

Talfourd  now  shewed  cause.  If  the  tenants  vpould  have 
been  entitled  to  pay  their  rents  to  the  mortgagees,  the  de- 
fendant, who  received  the  rents  from  the  tenants  as  the 
agent  of  the  mortgagees,  was  entitled  to  dispose  of  them 
in  the  same  manner.     Before  the  notice,  he  paid  the  mort- 
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gagees  as  agent  of  the  mortgagor ;  after  the  notice^  he  held 
the  residue  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagees.     Indeed  the 
defendant's  agency  to  Garbet  must  be  considered  as  having 
been  determined  by  his  bankruptcy ;  and  from  that  time 
he  must  be  regarded  as  receiving  the  rents  of  others,  and 
retaining  his  own,  as  a  stakeholder,  for  the  parties  entitled 
to  them.    The  real  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  a  mort- 
gagee has  a  legal  right  to  stop  the  rent  in  the  hands  of  a 
tenant  before  he  has  paid  it  over  to  a  mortgagor  in  posses- 
sion.   Now,  it  was  decided   in  Alo$s  v.  Gallimore  (a),  that 
a  mortgagee,  after  giving  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the 
tenant  in  possession  under  a  lease  prior  to  the  mortgage,  is 
entitled  to  the  rent  in  arrear  at  the  time  of  the  notice,  as 
well  as  to  that  which  accrues  due  afterwards,  and  may  dis- 
train for  it  after  such  notice.    The  only  particular  in  which 
that  case  differs  from  the  present  is,  that  there  the  tenancies 
were  created  by  the  mortgagor  before  the  mortgage,  and 
here  the  tenancies  were  created  ajier  the  mortgage ;  but 
that  circumstance  does  not  affect  the  principle  of  the  de- 
eision.    It  will  be  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  the 
defendant  and  the  other  tenants  having  come  into  possession 
under  the  mortgagor,  cannot  be  allowed  to  dispute  his  title ; 
and  Alchorne  v.  Gomme  (b)  will  be  relied  on.     But  that 
case,  even  assuming  it  to  have  been  rightly  decided,  is  very 
distinguishable   from,  and    cannot    govern    the    present. 
There,  a  plea  to  an  avowry  for  a  distress  for  rent  in  arrear 
stated,  that  before  the  lessors  had  any  thing  in  the  premises, 
and  before  they,  (claiming  title  under  a  pretended  agree-, 
ment  between  them  and  A.  B.,)  demised  them  to  the  lessee, 
A.  B.  had  mortgaged  them  in  fee  to  C.  D. ;  that  the  mort- 
gage becoming  absolute,  and  notice  thereof  being  given  to 
the  lessee,  and  he  having  been  required  to  attorn  (c),  did 

{a)  Dougl.  979.  substitute.''    This  verb  and  its  de- 

(&)  9  J.B.Moore,  130;  9  Bingh.      rivatives  were  formerly   used  to- 

54.  express  every  kind  of  substitution, 

(c)  To  attorn,  attornare^  from  the      They   are  now   obsolete,    except 

French  atoumcry  is  literally  <<  to      with  reference'  to  two  species  of '^ 

O  2 


I 
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18$9.  attorn  to  CD.,  when  he  distrained  for  the  rent,  whicli  the 
lessee  paid  him  to  prevent  the  goods  from  being  sold  under 
the  distress ;  and  that  plea  was  held  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, as  it  amounted  in  substance  merely  to  a  plea  of  nil 
habuit  in  tenementis.  The  tenant  there  did  not  confine 
himself  to  shewing  that  his  landlord  had  a  defeasible  title 
which  had  been  defeated,  but  went  the  whole  length  of 
pleading  that  his  landlord  had  no  legal  title ;  and  the  form 
of  his  plea,  alleging  as  it  did  want  of  title,  was  immaterial. 
Besides,  he  did  not  allege  an  eviction  by  title  paramount* but 
merely  an  attornment  {a)  at  the  request  of  a  stranger,  for 
there  the  party  mortgaging  was  not  the  party  who  demised, 
but  a  stranger*  It  is  quite  a  different  case  where  the  demise 
is  by  the  mortgagor  in  possession ;  as  between  him  and  the 
tenant  the  mortgagor  has  a  title,  so  long  as  the  mortgagee 
pleases,  though  no  longer;  and  there  is  no  inconsistency  in 
the  tenant  being  allowed  to  shew  that  his  landlord  had  a 
defeasible  title  which  has  been  defeated.  Properly  speak- 
ing,  the  mortgagor  cannot  be  called  the  tenant  of  the  mort- 
gagee at  all ;  at  most  he  is  only  tenant  by  sufferance,  and 
he  may  be  ejected,  not  only  without  a  notice  to  quit,  but 
without  even  a  demand  of  possession,  Doe  v.  Mai$ey{b); 
for  the  mortgagee  may  treat  him  as  a  trespasser  whenever 

substitution ;  the  one  is  where  a  own  act,  he  could  not  distrain  or 
party  appoints  a  person  to  act  in  bring  an  action  of  waste  before 
his  stead;  that  person  is  called  his  attornment.  It  was  not,  however, 
"  attorney,"  being  ^'atoum^,"  t.e.  in  the  tenant's  option  to  recognise 
substituted,  for  the  principal.  The  the  new  lord  or  not,  at  his  plea- 
other  case  in  which  this  word  is  sure ;  he  might  be  compelled  to  do 
retained  is,  nrhere  one  landlord  is  so  either  absolutely  or  with  a  sav- 
substituted  for  another.  In  this  ing  of  his  rights,  by  a  writ  of  per 
sense  the  words  *'  attorn  and  at-  quae  servitia,  quem  reddituni  red- 
tomment*' originally  embraced  the  dit^  or  quid  juris  clamat;  after 
whole  series  of  acts  necessary  to  judgment  in  either  of  which  ac- 
vest  the  reversion  in  the  new  lord,  tions  a  distringas  ad  attomandum 
These  terms  are  now,  however,  issued, 
used  only  with  reference  to  the  last  (a)  Vide  pott,  197  (b). 
act,  the  assent  of  the  tenant  to  the  (b)  Ante,  vol.  iii.  107;  8  B.  & 
substitution.  When  the  assignee  C.  767. 
of  the  reversion      came     in  I  v   Lis 
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be  chuses  to  do  so.  A  mortgagor  in  possession,  stands  1829. 
rather  in  the  situation  of  agent  than  of  tenant  to  his  mort- 
gagee. His  authority  as  such  agent  may  be  revoked  at  any 
time.  So  long  as  the  authority  of  the  mortgagor  continues 
unrevoked^  a  payment  of  rent  by  a  tenant  to  him  is  good  ; 
but  the  moment  the  principal  recalls  his  authority,  he  is 
himself  entitled  to  receive  all  rent  not  actually  paid,  both 
bjgooe  and  future.  A  mortgagor  cannot  make  a  lease  to 
bind  his  mortgagee,  Keech  v.  Hall  (a),  where  it  was  held  that 
a  mortgagee  might  recover  in  ejectment,  without  giving 
notice  to  quit,  against  a  tenant  claiming  under  a  lease  from 
the  mortgagor,  granted  after  the  mortgage,  without  the 
privity  of  the  mortgagee.  But  the  mortgagee  may  treat  the 
mortgagor  as  his  agent  and  adopt  his  act.  He  may  treat  the 
lessee  as  his  own  tenant,  and  thereby  confirm  the  lease ;  and 
if  be  does  so,  and  the  tenant  attorns  (6)  to  him,  he  becomes 
the  tenant  of  the  mortgagee,  and  is  bound  to  pay  his  rent 
to  bim.  So  here,  from  the  moment  the  notices  were  given, 
the  tenants  became  in  fact  the  tenants  of  the  mortgagees, 
the  rents  belonged  to  the  mortgagees,  and  the  defendant 
was  justified  in  holding  the  money  paid  to  him  for  their 
benefit. 

(a)  Don^.  SI.  qus  servitia,  &c.,  must  have  been 

(6)  The  old  books  are  wholly  brought  against  the  alienor,  not 

silent  as  to  this  species  of  attorn-  against  the  alienee.     But  neither 

ment;  and  it  would  seem  tliat  as  in  the  present  case  nor  in  Alchome 

well  before  as  since  the  statute  of  ▼.  Gomme,  did  the  conveyance  give 

Atmef  any  attornment  would,  un-  a  new  lord  to  the  tenant,  for  at 

dersQch  circumstances,  have  been  the  period  of  the  mortgage  the  te- 

altogether  unnecessary  and  inope-  nancy  did  not  exist.    It  is  simply 

rative.  No  distringas  ad  attoman-  the  case  of  a  principal  adopting 

doffl  ever  issued  to  compel  a  tenant  the  contract  of  a  self-constituted 

to  attorn  to  a  grant  which  had  agent,  any  act  done  under  which 

taken  place  while  he  was  an  entire  he  might  have  treated  as  a  tres- 

stranger  to   the  property.      This  pass;  and  that  which  is  here  called 

process,  indeed,  only  lay  against  an  attornment  seems  to  be  nothing 

the  party  who  was  tenant  at  the  more  than  an  acquiescence,  in  the 

time  of  the  assignment  of  the  re-  condonation  of  a   trespass,  by  a 

rersEKm;  so  that  if  the  tenant  had  party  whose  dissent  would  have 

aliened  before  attornment,  the  per  been  quite  immaterial. 
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t-R^.  Curwood,  contrd.    The  mortgagor  was  in  the  actual  pos* 

session  of  the  premises  at  the  time  when  he  demised  them; 
therefore  the  persons  who  became  his  tenants  under  that  de- 
mise cannot  dispute  his  title  at  the  time  of  the  demise  (a). 
Moss  V.  Gallimore  (Jb)  is  distinguishable  from  the  present 
case,  because  there  the  lease  was  prior  to  the  mortgage. 
In  Keech  v.  Hall  (c),  indeed^  the  lease  was  subsequent  to 
the  mortgage ;  but  still  that  case  only  shews  that  the  mort- 
gagee may  treat  the  mortgagor  or  bis  lessee  as  a  trespasser 
if  he  chuses.  He  is  not  bound  to  treat  the  lessee  of  the 
mortgagor  as  a  trespasser ;  he  may  adopt  the  act  of  the 
mortgagor  and  confirm  his  lease;  and  in  that  case  the 
lessee  becomes  the  tenant  of  the  mortgagee,  only  from  the 
time  when  the  latter  elects  to  make  him  so  by  giving  him 
notice  of  the  mortgage.  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  rents 
accruing  due  before  the  notice  were  of  right  payable  to  the 
mortgagor,  and  the  defendant  must  be  considered  as  having 
received  them  as  his  agent,  and  must  account  for  them  to 
bis  assignees.  Then,  as  to  the  rents  which  acc^-ued  due 
after  the  notice,  it  is  true  the  mortgagee  might  have  brought 
ejectment  and  evicted  the  tenants,  but  he  has  not  done  so; 
therefore  if  the  mortgagor  had  sued  them  for  rent,  they 
could  only  have  pleaded  want  of  title  in  him,  which  would 

(a)  So  in  Ballt  v.  Westzoood,  S  had  some  legal  ioterest  in  the  pro- 

Campb.  11,  where  the  defendant  perty.       England  d.   S^botirn  t. 

has  come  into  possession  under  the  SUtde,  4  T.  R.  682;  Doe  d.  Jack- 

plaintiff,  he  cannot  resist  the  pay-  son  v.  Rgmsbothamy  3  M.  &  S.  5 16 ; 

ment  of  rent  on  the  ground  that  Jlchorne  v.   Gomm€f    ubi  supri, 

the  title  of  the  latter  has  expired,  Formerly  the  nile  seems  to  have 

Dvithout  shewing  that  he  has  dis-  been  confined  to  leases  by  inden- 

claimed  holding  under  the  plaintiff,  ture.    The  law  is  expressly  so  laid 

relinquished  the  possession,  and  re-  down  in  Litt.  sect.  58;  Co.  Utt. 

entered  under  a  new  landlord.  S.P.  47  b.;  Anon.  Dyer,  122  b.     Vid^ 

arguendo,  Keilwey,  65.    Sed  vide  tamen  It.  Darb.  4  E.  3,  Fitt.  Abr. 

Co.  Litt.  41,  b.  note  237.  And  see  Brief  747,  where,  in  waste,   the 

Co.  Litt.  55,  b.  notes  372,  373;  under-lessee  for  years  was  ousted. 

Smith  V,   Targetty  2  Anstr.  529;  from  denying  tlie  title  of  the  lessor 

Johnson  v.  Atkinson,  3  Anstr.  798.  paramount. 

It  is  now  the  established  law  (6)  Dougl.  279. 

that  a  tenant  cannot  deny  that  his  (c)  Ibid.  22. 
lessor,  at  the  time  of  the  demise. 
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have  been  a  bad  plea>  and  no  answer  to  the  action.  Alckorne 
V.  Gomme  (a). 

Baylby^  J. — It  is  quite  clear*  in  point  of  law,  that  a 
tenant  who  comes  into  possession  under  a  demise  from  a 
mortgagor,   after  a  mortgage  executed  by  bim«  may  be 
treated  by  the  mortgagee  either  as  trespasser  or  as  tenant, 
at  his  option.     If  the  mortgagee  does  not  interfere  at  all^ 
but  suffers  the  mortgagor  to  continue  in  possession  and 
receive  the  rents,  such  a  tenant  may  consider  the  mortgagor 
as  his  landlord;  and  a  payment  of  rent  to  him,  under  those 
circumstances,  will  be  a  valid  payment*     But  if  the  mort- 
gagee gives  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the  tenant,  the  latter 
ceases  to  be  the  tenant  of  the  mortgagor  and  becomes  the 
tenant  of  the  mortgagee,  who  is  then  entitled   to  demand 
and  receive  payment  of  the  rent  to  himself.     It  is  certainly 
an  ancient  and  well  established  rule  of  law,  that  a  lessee 
cannot  dispute  the  title  of  his  lessor  at  the  time  when  the 
lease  was  made ;  but  still  he  is  at  full  liberty  to  prove  that 
his  lessor's  title  has  been  defeated  or  determined.     There 
is  also  another  rule  of  law,  namely,  that  a  mortgagor  cannot 
dispute  the  title  of  his  mortgagee.     Where  the  mortgagor 
occupies  the  premises,  he  holds  by  permission  of  the  mort- 
gagee, who  may  terminate  his  rights  whenever  he  pleases. 
KeechY.  HaU{b)  is  decisive  to  shew  that  where  a  lease  has 
been  granted  by  a  mortgagor  qfier  the  mortgage,  and  the 
mortgagee  baa  permitted  the  mortgagor  to  continue  in  pos- 
session, although  the  lessee  is  not  allowed  to  say  that  the 
mortgagor  never  had  any  title,  he  is  at  liberty  to  shew  that 
he  had  a  defeasible  title,  and  that  such  title  has  been  de- 
feated, or,  in  other  words,  that  he  had  such  a  title  only  as  a 
mortgagor  can  have.     It  is  quite  clear  that  the  mortgagor 
in  the  present  case  might  have  brought  an  ejectment  against 
the  tenant  of  the  mortgagee,  and  have  evicted  him,  and 
that  such  eviction  by  title  paramount  would  have  been  a 
good  answer  to  an  action  for  the  rent  brought  by  the  mort- 
(fl)  S  Bingh.  54 ;  9  J.  B.  Moore,  ISO.  {k)  Doug}.  29. 
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gagor ;  from  which  I  think  it  follows  that  the  mortgagee 
was  not  bound  to  go  through  the  form  of  bringing  an  eject- 
ment, if  the  tenants  were  willing  to  attorn  and  to  pay  their 
rents  to  him :  it  was  enough  for  bun  to  do  any  act  which  de- 
termined  the  title  of  the  mortgagor.     Here  the  mortgagee 
did  such  an  act,  for  he  gave  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the 
tenants,  and  desired  them  to  pay  the  rents  to  his  agent, 
which  at  once  destroyed  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  to  receive 
the  rents.     By  the  common  law,  the  attornment  of  the 
tenant  was  necessary  to  entitle  the  mortgagee  to  the  rent; 
but  by  the  statute  4  Anne,  c.  I6.  s.  10.  attornment  is  ren- 
dered unnecessary,  and  the  tenant,  upon  receiving  notice  of 
the  mortgage,  is  placed  in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  had 
attorned  to  the  mortgagee,  with  this  proviso,  s.  11 ,  that  he 
shall  not  be  prejudiced  by  payment  of  rent  to  the  grantor, 
until  notice  of  the  mortgage  has  been  given  to  him  by  the 
grantee  (a).      Now   the  attornment  by  the  common  law 
would  have  had  relation  back  to  the  time  of  the  iiior^;age, 
therefore,  it  follows,  that  all  rent  due  from  the  tenant,  and 
not  actually  paid  to  the  mortgagor,  belongs  of  right  to  the 
mortgagee.    In  this  case,  the  defendant  claims  a  right  to 
retain  for  the  use  of  the  mortgagees,  all  the  rents  due  from 
the  tenants,  and  unpaid  to  the  mortgagor,  at  the  time  when 
they  received  notice  of  the   mortgage,  and  all   the  rents 
which  accrued  due  afterwards,  and  I  think  his  claim  is 
well  founded;    for  as   the  tenants  as  soon  as  they  had 
received   notice    of  the    mortgage   were   bound    by   law 
to  pay  to  the  mortgagees  all  the  rent  not  actually  paid  to 
the  mortgagor,  1  think  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  retain  all 
the  rents  received  by  him,  both  those  in  respect  of  which 
he  made  payments  to  the  mortgagees,  and  those  which  he 
holds  to  meet  the  amount  of  interest  which  will  next  be- 
come due.     He  holds  those  sums  for  the  persons  who  are 
by  law  entitled  to  them ;  and  those  persons  are  the  mort- 
gagees.    1  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
not  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  the  nonsuit  was  right* 
(a)  And  see  1 1  Ceo.  9,  c.  19,  s.  11,  1  Chitty's  Sututes,  54. 
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LiTTLBDALB,  J. — I  aiD  of  the  saiue  opinion.     Moss  v.        1829. 
Gallimore  (a)  is  not  strictly  applicable  to  the  present  case^ 
because  there  the  tenant  held  under  a  lease  made  prior  to 
the  mortgage.     Here  the  tenants  held  under  demises  made 
subsequent  to  the  mortgage,  and^  thereforei  we  must  con- 
sider bow  the  law  is,  where    the  lease    under  which  a 
tenant  holds  has  been  granted  by  the  mortgagor   subse- 
quently to  the  mortgage.     A  mortgagor  in  possession  is  not 
a  tenant  at  will ;  and  strictly  speaking,  he  is  not  even  a 
tenant  by  sufferance :  the  relation  existing  between  him  and 
the  mortgagee  is  one  of  a  very  peculiar  nature.     By  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  the  mortgagee  becomes  the  legal 
owner  of  the  premises,  and  entitled  either  to  immediate 
possession,  or  to  the  rents  and  profits.     A  lease  granted  by 
the  mortgagor,  after  the  mortgage,  is  void  as  against  the 
mortgagee.     In  Keech  v.  Hall  (6),  Lord  Mansfield  said, 
''  When  the  mortgagor  is  left  in  possession,  the  true  in- 
ference to  be  drawn  is  an  agreement  that  he  shall  possess 
the  premises  at  will  in  the  strictest  sense  ;  and,  therefore, 
no  notice  is  ever  given  him  to  quit,  and  he  is  not  even  en- 
titled to  reap  the  crop,  as  other  tenants  at  will  are,  because 
all  is  liable  to  the  debt,  ou  payment  of  which  (c)  the  mort- 
gagee's title  ceases.    The  mortgagor  has  no  power,  express 
or  implied,  to  let  leases  not  subject  to  every  circumstance 
of  the  mortgage.''  The  mortgagor,  therefore,  has  no  autho- 
rity to  do  any  act  without  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee ; 
and  though  the  mortgagee  may  permit  the  mortgagor  to 
receive  the  rents  for  a  time,  he  may,  whenever  he  chusesi 
give  notice  to  the  tenants  not  to  pay  them  to  the  mort- 
gagor ;  and  when  he  does  so,  he  thereby  determines  the 
authority  of  the  mortgagor  to  receive  them,  and  a  tenant 
who  afterwards  pays  rent  to  the  mortgagor  does  so  at  his 
peril.    It  is  admitted  that  this  may  be  the  law  as  regards 
future  rents,  but  it  is  insisted  that  it  does  not  apply  to  by- 

(a)  Doagl.  379.  payment,  after  which  the  estate 

(6)  Ibid.  22.  belongs  at  law  absolutely  to  the 

(0  t.e.  on  the  appointed  day  of     mortgagee.     Vidtante^  iii.  108. 
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18S9.        gone  rents.     I  have  oo  doubt  that  the  principle  is  equally 
applicable  to  both.     The  mortgagee,  indeed,  can  neither 
distrain  nor  sue  for  those  rents  which  accrued  due  before  he 
gave  the  tenants  notice  of  the  mortgage,  because  till  then 
there  was  no  privity  between  himself  and  the  tenants  (a). 
But  since  the  statute  of  Anne,  the  notice  to  the  tenants  ope- 
rates as  an  attornment  by  them  (6),  and  constitutes  them  the 
tenants  of  the  mortgagee ;  and  at  common  law  that  attorn- 
ment would  have  related  back  to  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  so 
as  to  entitle  the  mortgagee  to  all  the  rents  from  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  deed.     Strictly  speaking,  every  person 
who  comes  in  under  a  mortgagor  is  a  trespasser.     Eject- 
ment  may  be  brought  against  the  tenants  of  the  mortgagor 
upon  the  demise  of  the  mortgagee,  and  the  accruing  rents, 
being  in  the  nature  of  mesne  profits,  may  be  recovered  by 
the  mortgagee  from  the  day  when  he  gave  the  tenants  notice 
of  the  mortgage  (c).     Then  if  the  mortgagee  might  maintain 
ejectment,  and  afterwards  recover  the  accruing  rents  in  an 
action  for  mesne  profits,  it  is  quite  clear  in  point  of  law, 
that  he  may  claim  to  have  the  rents  paid  over  to  him  with- 
out bringing  any  action  at  all.     In  this  case,  the  defendant 
had  received  the  rents  from  the  tenants,  but  had  not  paid 
them  over  to  the  mortgagor  when  the  mortgagee  served 
him  and  the  tenants  with  notice  of  the  mortgage.     The 
rents  which  the  defendant  had  paid  over  to  the  mortgagor 
before  the  notice,  the  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to  receive, 
because  he  suffered  the  mortgagor  to  continue  in  possession 

(a)  If  I  suffer  A,  to  receive  my  prior  to  the  mortgage.     Vide  ante, 

rents  from  B.,  whether  A,  be  my  197(6). 

Tendor,  mortgagor  or  steward,  or  a  (c)  And  as  the  demise  might  be 

mere  stranger,  payments  made  to  carried  back  to  the  day  on  which 

A.  by  B,  before  B,  has  notice  of  the  right  of  entry  for  non-payment 

the  determination  of  the  authority,  at  the  stipulated  time  accrued,  the 

are  payments  to  me.     Any  pay-  mesne  profits  would  consist  of  the 

ment  made  afler  notice,  whetlier  whole  profits  during  the  existence 

of  by-gone  or  of  accruing  rents,  of  the  mortgage  title  minus  the 

would    be    wholly    nugatory    as  amount  of  payments  made    to  or 

against  me.  authorised  by  the  mortgagee. 

(6)  i.  e,  where  the  tenancies  are 
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aod  to  receive  those  rents;  but  the  rents  not  actually  paid 
over,  he  is  entitled  to  receive,  and  might  recover  qu^  mesne 
profits;  for  as  to  those  he  has  a  right  to  say,  ''you,  the 
tenant,  are  not  justified  in  paying  rent  to  the  mortgagor, 
and  you,  the  mortgagor,  are  not  justified  in  receiving  it 
from  the  tenant."  Then  as  to  the  accruing  rents,  the 
notice  to  the  tenants  to  pay  their  rent  to  the  mortgagee, 
served  upon  them  before  those  rents  became  due,  was  in  this 
case  equivalent  to  an  eviction  of  them  by  title  paramount, 
and  would  be  a  good  answer  to  any  action  for  the  rent  brought 
against  them  by  the  mortgagor.  For  these  reasons,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  tbe^  notices  of  the  mortgage  given  to  the 
tenants  by  the  mortgagees  entitled  them  to  receive  both 
the  bygone  and  the  future  rents>  and,  therefore,  that  this 
action  is  not  maintainable. 

Parke,  J. — I  concur  in  the  opinion  that  this  rule  must 
be  discharged,  and  the  nonsuit  allowed  to  stand.  The 
question  for  our  consideration  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  recover  certain  rents,  some  due  before,  and 
others  after  the  notices  given  by  the  mortgagees ;  the  de- 
fendant either  having  received  from  others,  or  being  person- 
ally liable  to  pay  such  rents  to  some  person.  His  defence, 
it  is  said,  amounts  to  a  plea  of  nil  habuit  in  tenementis^ 
which  is  no  answer  to  the  action,  either  as  regards  the 
house  of  which  he  himself  is  tenant  or  those  held  by  the 
other  tenants.  Now  it  is  quite  true  that  a  plea  of  nil  habuit 
in  tenementis  is  no  answer  to  an  action  by  a  landlord  against 
his  tenant ;  but  an  eviction  by  title  paramount  is  a  good 
plea  to  such  an  action  in  respect  of  rent  accruing  due  since 
the  eviction ;  and  1  think  the'notice  of  the  mortgage  given, 
and  the  demand  of  rent  made,  by  the  mortgagees  in  this 
case,  is  equivalent  to  an  eviction  by  title  paramount.  There 
are  two  reported  cases  very  similar  to  the  present ;  Sapsford 
V.  Fletcher  (a),  and  Taylor  v.  Zamira  (Jb).  In  the  first  of 
those  cases  it  was  held,  that  it  was  a  good  plea  to  an  avowry 
(»)  4  T.  R.  511.  (6)  6  Taunt.  534;  2  Marsh.  3«0. 
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1829.  for  rent ;  that  before  the  rent  was  due  the  original  landlord 
threatened  to  distrain  for  ground  rent  due  from  the  lessor, 
and  that  the  sub-tenant  paid  it  to  save  his  own  goods,  the 
payment  under  threat  being  considered  a  payment  by  com- 
pulsion,  though  no  distress  was  in  fact  made.  In  the 
second  case  I  have  referred  to,  it  was  held,  that  to  an 
avowry  for  rent,  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  might  plead  pay- 
ment of  an  annuity  secured'  out  of  the  lands  demised  pre- 
viously to  the  demise  to  him,  for  the  arrears  of  which  the 
grantee  had  threatened  to  distrain.  In  that  case,  Gibbs, 
C.  J.  seems  to  have  considered  what  took  place  as  equiva- 
lent to  an  eviction.  He  said,  '^  In  every  plea  of  eviction 
there  is  an  averment  that  the  lessor  had  not  a  perfect  title 
when  he  demised ;  but  that  fact  alone  will  not  suffice ;  to 
constitute  a  plea,  to  it  must  be  added  the  fact,  that  the 
lessee  was  in  consequence  evicted;  the  whole  is  a  defence. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  argues  that,  because  nil  habuit  in 
tenementis  alone  is  not  a  defence,  therefore  it  cannot  be 
part  of  any  other  defence.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
fact  that  the  tenant  was  called  on  by  the  annuitant,  under 
a  threat  of  distress  to  pay  off  the  arrears  of  the  annuity, 
and  did  pay  them  off  accordingly,  being  added  to  the  other 
fact  of  the  lessor's  defect  of  title,  be  not  a  good  plea ;"  and 
the  Court  decided  that  it  was  a  good  plea.  So  here,  the 
fact  that  the  tenants  were  called  on  by  the  mortgagees  to 
pay  their  rents  to  them  in  liquidation  of  the  interest  of  the 
mortgage,  under  a  threat  that  legal  proceedings  woidd 
otherwise  be  adopted,  and  that  they  did  pay  accordingly, 
coupled  with  the  other  fact  of  the  mortgagor's  defect  of 
title,  would'  be  in  my  opinion  a  good  plea  to  an  action  by 
the  mortgagor  for  such  rents  as  tenants  were  bound  so  to 
apply;  though  the  mere  fact  of  the  mor^agees' being  en- 
titled to  the  possession  clearly  would  not.  Now  the 
tenants  were  bound  so  to  apply  all  the  rents  in  arrear  at  the 
time  of  the  notices,  as  well  as  those  due  afterwards,  as 
long  as  there  was  interest  due  upon  the  mortgages ;  for  if 
the  mortgagees  had  brought  first  ejectments  against  them. 
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and  afterwards  actions  for  mesne  profits^  they  must  un- 
questionably have  recovered  those  rents ;  and  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary in  point  of  lavr,  and  would  indeed  be  contrary  to 
the  policy  of  the  law,  as  injurious  to  the  interests  both  of 
mortgagee  and  tenant,  that  the  one  should  be  compelled  to 
pursue  such  dilatory  and  expensive  measures,  where  the 
other  is  willing  to  pay  without  any  delay  or  expense.  But 
there  is  another  complete  answer  to  this  action  arising  out 
of  the  peculiar  relative  situation  of  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee. Lord  Mansfield  pointed  this  out  in  Moss  v.  Galli- 
more  {a),  when  he  said,  "  A  mortgagor  is  not,  strictly  speak- 
ing, a  tenant  at  will  to  the  mortgagee,  for  he  is  not  to  pay 
him  rent.  He  is  so  only  quodammodo.  Nothing  is  more 
apt  to  confound  than  a  simile.  He  is  like  a  tenant  at 
will.  The  mortgagor  receives  the  rent  by  a  tacit  agree- 
ment with  the  mortgagee ;  but  the  mortgagee  may  put  an 
end  to  this  agreement  when  he  pleases."  A  mortgagor 
may  be  considered  as  filling  the  character  of  agent  to  his 
mortgagee.  He  is  entitled  to  receive  the  rent  so  long  as 
the  mortgagee  does  not  interfere  to  prevent  him ;  and  so 
long  he  may  recover  upon  a  contract  entered  into  by  himself 
and  in  his  own  name  with  a  tenant.  But  as  soon  as  the 
mortgagee  interferes,  and,  by  giving  notice  to  the  tenant  to 
pay  the  rent  to  himself,  determines  the  agency  of  the  mort- 
gagor, the  latter  loses  his  right  to  receive  and  recover  any 
rent  not  actually  paid,  whether  previously  due  or  not. 
Here  the  agency  of  the  mortgagor  has  been  determined  by 
the  notice,  and  on  that  ground  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
action,  which  must  be  considered  in  effect  as  brought  by 
the  mortgagor,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  case  of  Alchome 
V.  Gomme  (6),  which  has  been  cited,  is  certainly  an  authority 
the  other  way.  But  the  question  there  was  not  between 
mor^agor  and  mortgagee.  Nor  did  the  pleadings  there 
properly  raise  the  question  under  consideration  here ;  and 
the  form  of  them  seems  to  have  drawn  the  attention  of  the 

(a)  Dougl.  279.  (6)  2  Biogh.  54;  2  J.  B.  Moore,  130. 
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Court  chiefly  to  the  consideration  of  the  effect  of  the  alleged 
attoranieiit  of  the  tenant  to  the  mortgagee,  which  is  in  my 
view  of  it  wholly  immaterial  in  the  present  case,  because  the 
notice  given  by  the  mortgagees  here  was  suflicient  to  deter* 
mine  the  authority-  of  the  mortgagor,  and  to  entitle  the  mortga* 
gees  to  receive  the  rents,  whether  there  was  any  attornment 
by  the  tenants  or  not.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the 
mortgagor  had  not,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  his  assigneesi 
have  not  any  right  to  the  unpaid  rents,  at  least  till  the  in- 
terest of  the  mortgage  is  paid  off(4:i),  and  that  the  defendant, 
the  tenant,  has  a  right  to  retain  the  rent  accruing  due  to 
meet  the  interest  accruing  due  ;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
plaintiffs  cannot  maintain  this  actio.n. 


(a)  The  mort|i;ageea  would  con- 
tinue to^be  the  legal  owners  until 
reconveyance,  which  reconveyance 
would  have  no  retrospective  ope- 
ration.    After  the  principal  and 


Rule  discharged. 

interest  due  on  the  mortgage  had 
been  satisfied,  the  tenants  would 
however,  no  doubt,  be  protected  in 
equity  in  paying  the  rents  to  the 
mortgagor. 


Where  a  party 
accepts  bills 
drawn  by  one 
partner  in  a 
firm,  for  his 
private  accom- 
modation, 
upon  the  un- 
derstanding 
that  the 
drawer  will 
provide  for  the 
bills  when  due, 
no  action  on 
the  bills  lies 
against  the 
acceptor,  ei- 
ther by  the 
drawer  alone, 
or  by  his  firm 
jointly. 


Sparrow,  Peckover,  and  others,  v.  CaisMAt^. 

iVSSUMPSIT  by  plaintiffs,  as  indorsees,  against  defend- 
ant, as  acceptor  of  two  bills  of  exchange  for  1500/.  each, 
drawn  by  plaintiff  Peckover,  with  the  usual  money  counts. 
Plea,  non  assumpsit,  and  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before 
Garrow,  B.,  at  the  Essex  Summer  Assizes,  1828,  the  case 
was  this.  The  plaintiffs  were  bankers  at  Chelmsford,  and 
brought  this  action  against  the  defendant  to  recover  the 
sum  of  3000/.,  the  amount  of  two  bills  of  exchange  drawn 
by  the  plaintiff  Peckover,  upon  and  accepted  by  the  de- 
fendant. After  a  prim&  facie  case  proved  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffs,  the  answer  set  up  was,  that  the  defendant 
had  not  received  from  the  plaintiff  Peckover  any  valuable 
consideration  for  the  bills.  In  support  of  this  case  the 
following  facts  were  proved.     Peckover  anid  the  defendant 
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had  for  some  years  had  private  transactions  together^  and 
Ptchuver  bad  advanced  a  sum  of  4000/.  to  the  defendant, 
as  the  share  of  capital  of  Peckovera  son,  vi'ho  was  about 
to  enter  into  partnership  wilh  the  defendant.  Some  time 
after  this  advance,  Peckover  applied  to  tlie  defendant,  re- 
questing him  to  accept  the  bills  in  question,  which  the 
defendant,  after  some  hesitation,  consented  to  do.  Peckover 
then  gave  the  defendant  the  following  memorandum  in 
writing*  signed  by  himself: — "  I  hereby  hold  mys/elf  respon- 
sible to  you  for  the  due  payment  of  your  acceptances  for 
3000/.,  and  I  also  engage  to  leave  in  your  hands  4000/., 
which  is  placed  with  you  as  my  son's  share  of  capital  in 
your  bouse,  in  the  event  of  his  becoming  a  partner."  It 
was  upon  thb  evidence  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  defendant  having  received  no  valuable 
consideration  for  the  bills,  Peckover  could  not  sue  him 
upon  them  alone,  and  consequently  could  not  sue  him 
upon  them  jointly  with  his  partners,  the  other  plaintiffs ; 
and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff's  must  be  nonsuited.  The 
learned  Judge  declined  to  nonsuit,  and  left  it  to  the  jury, 
to  say  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  they  thought 
that  Peckover  had  given  a  valuable  consideration  for  the 
bills ;  directing  them,  if  they  were  of  that  opinion,  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs. 
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1829. 


Sparrow 

V. 
CUISMAK. 


Spankie,  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  moved  for  a 
new  trial.  He  contended  that  Peckover,  not  having  given 
any  valuable  consideration  for  the  bills,  as  it  was  clear 
upon  the  evidence  he  had  not,  and  being  therefore  incom- 
petent to  maintain  an  action  upon  them,  in  his  own  name 
alone,  against  the  defendant,  was  equally  incompetent  to 
maiotain  such  an  action  jointly  with  others  his  partners; 
and  he  cited  Jacaud  v.  Freuch{a),  and  Richmond  v.  Ileapy  (6), 
as  authorities  in  point. 


(a)  12  East,  317. 


(6)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  204. 


Sparrow 
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1889.  Gumey  and  Brodrici  now  shewed  cause.    The  case  was 

properly  left  to  the  jury,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  dis- 
turbing the  verdict,  for  the  jury  were  perfectly  warranted 
CuisMAN.  in  finding  upon  the  evidence  ,before  them,  that  the  defend- 
■  ant  accepted  the  bills  for  a  valuable  consideration,  namely, 
Peckover  leaving  in  his  hands  the  4000/.  which  he  had  pre- 
viously advanced  him. 

Spankie,  Serjt.,  and  Chitty,  contrsi,  were  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Bayley,  J. — Peckover  undertook  to  provide  for  the  bills 
when  they  became  due.  That  was  the  arrangement  made 
between  him  and  the  defendant.  By  that  arrangement  he 
precluded  himself  from  suing  the  defendant  upon  the  bills; 
and  if  he  could  not  have  sued  alone,  how  can  he  sue 
jointly  with  other  persons  ?  The  other  plaintiffs  are  his 
partners,  and  are  bound  by  his  acts,  therefore  they  caonot 
recover  through  him.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be 
made  absolute. 

LiTTLEDALB,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


POULTON  V.  LaTTIMORB. 

A.  sold  to  B     Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     Plea,  non 

saintfoin  seed,  .  .  °  . 

warranted  to     assumpsit,  and  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before  Garrotv,  B. 

growm^e^/'  *^  ^^^  ^^'^  Summer  Assizes,  1828,  (a)  the  case  was  this: 
Soon  after  de-  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  quantity 

tUrthat'the*    ^^  saintfoin  seed  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at 

seed  was  not 

good  new  («)   Counsel  for  the    plaintiff,      defendant,   Andrews^  Serjt.,  and 

growing  seed,     Broirick  and  RyUtnd;    for   the      Price. 
ut  he  never- 
theless sowed  part,  and  sold  the  rest,  without  giving  any  notice  of  the  defect  to  ^.; 
A.  caonot  recover  the  price  if  the  seed  did  not  correspond  with  the  warranty. 
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the  price  of  60s.  per  quarter,  and  warranted  to  be  *'  good 
new  growing  seed."    The  defence  was,  that  the  seed  was 
not  equal  to  the  warranty.     One  of  the  witnesses  for  the 
defendant  stated,  that  soon  after  the  purchase  of  the  seed 
from  the  plaintiff  he  had  examined  and  tasted  it,  and  that 
the  taste  proved  that  it  was  not  good  new  growing  seed; 
The  taste  was,  in  that  witness's  opinion,  the  best  criterion 
of  the  quality.    The  defendant  did  not  complain  of  the 
seed  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  offer  to  return  it;  but  he  sowed 
part,  which  was  proved  to  produce  a  very  inferior  crop, 
and  he  sold    the  rest,  without  any  warranty,  to  different 
persons,  some  of  whom  had  paid,  and  others  of  whom  had 
refused  to  pay  for  what  they  bought,  and  all  of  whom 
stated  that  the  seed  was  a  total  failure,  and  worth  nothing. 
It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  as  the 
defendant  had  not  complained  of  the  seed,  nor  offered  to 
return  it,  but  on  the  contrary  had  sown  part  himself,  and 
sold  the  remainder  to  persons  by  whom  that  also  was  sown, 
he  had  adopted  the  contract,  and  made  the  seed  his  own ; 
that  he  could  not  be  allowed  to  adopt  the  contract  on  the 
one  hand  by  keeping  the  seed,  and  to  repudiate  it  on  the 
other  by  refusing  to  pay  the  price;  but  that  having  adopted 
the  contract  in  part  by  keeping  and  using  the  seed,  he  was 
bound  to  adopt  it  in  toto  by  paying  the  price ;  and  conse- 
quently that  he  could  not  set  up  the  breach  of  the  warranty 
as  a  defence  to  this  action,  though  that  breach  might  form 
the  foundation  of  a  cross  action  against  the  plaintiff.    The 
learned  Judge  received  the  defendant's  evidence,  but  gave 
the  plaintiff  permission,   in  case  the  jury  should  find  a 
verdict  against  him,  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  in  his  favour, 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  breach  of  war- 
ranty  was   no  defence   to   the   action;  and   his  lordship 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  if  they 
were  of  opinion,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  seed  was 
inferior  to  the  warranty.    The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant. 

VOL.  IV.  p 
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POULTON 

Lattimore. 


POULTON 
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18S9.  Brodfiek,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  moved  accordinglj. 

He  contended  that  if  the  seed  was  of  any  value  at  ali^  the 
fact  of  its  not  being  equal  to  the  vfrarranty  constituted  no 
Lattimore,  defence  to  an  action  for  the  stipulated  price^  because  the 
remedy  of  the  defendant,  if  that  fact  was  true,  was  by  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff  for  a  breach  of  the  warranty; 
and  if  be  intended  to  rely  on  the  inferiority  of  the  seed  as 
relieving  him  from  the  contract,  he  was  bound  to  have 
returned  it,  and  thus  rescinded  the  contract.  Upon  this 
point  he  claimed  a  right  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  full  price  of  the  seed.  He  further  contended,  that 
the  case  should  not  have  been  left  to  the  jury  in  the  terms 
used  by  the  learned  Judge,  which  were,  to  find  for  the 
defendant  if  they  thought  the  seed  inferior  to  the  warranty; 
for  if  the  quality  of  the  seed  was  matter  of  defence  at  all  in 
an  action  for  the  price,  it  could  only  be  so  proportionably, 
viz.  it  might  go  to  reduce  the  damages  in  the  same  propor- 
tion  as  the  quality  was  below  the  warranty;  but  that  it 
could  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  verdict,  unless  it  was 
proved  that  the  seed  was  worth  nothing,  which  could  not 
be  the  case,  as  the  defendant  had  sold  some  of  it,  and 
received  the  money  for  it.  Upon  this  point  he  claimed,  at 
all  events,  the  benefit  of  a  new  trial. 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi  in  the  alternative,  either 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifi^,  or  for  a  new  trial;  against 
whichf 

Andrews,  Serjt.,  (Price  was  with  him,)  now  shewed  cause. 
There  was  an  express  warranty  of  the  seed  by  the  seller 
as  "  good  new  growing  seed,"  therefore  the  buyer  was 
entitled  to  prove  the  inferiority  of  the  seed  to  the  warranty 
in  mitigation  of  damages,  although  he  did  not  rescind  the 
contract  by  returning  the  seed.  Where  goods  are  sold  by 
sample,  at  a  specific  price,  but  without  any  warraDty,  and 
the  goods  delivered  do  not  correspond  with  the  sample, 
the  buyer  may  return  the  goods  or  give  notice  to  the  seller 
to  fetch  them  back,  and  may  thus  rescind  the  contraot  in 
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toto.    Id  9uck  a  case  if  the  buyer  keeps  the  goods  he  must 

pay  for  them;  he  cannot  adopt  the  contract  in  part  by      p^JJ^^ 

keeping  the  goods,  and  repudiate  it  in  part  by  refusing  to  v. 

pay  for  them ;  he  must  either  adopt  the  contract  at  once      ^    i>«o»e. 

and  in  toto,  or  at  once  and  in  toto  rescind  it.     Where 

goods  are  sold  with  a  warranty  the  case  is  different.     If 

the  seller  expressly  warrants  the  goods  to  be  of  a  specific 

quality,  and  brings  an  action  for  the  value  of  them;  the 

buyer,  in  answer  to  that  action,  may  prove  the  breach  of 

the  warranty   in  reduction  of  the  damages,  although  he 

agreed  to  purchase  them  at  a  specific  price,  and  although 

he  has  not  rescinded  the  contract  in  toto  by  returning  the 

goods.    The  very  nature  of  the  contract  of  warranty  renders 

it  necessary  that  the  buyer  should  be  entitled  to  keep  the 

goods,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  their  quality  and 

value;  especidlly  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where,  from 

the  very  nature  of  the  goods,  their  real  quality  and  value 

cottld  uot  be  ascertained  for  a  considerable  time,  namely,  • 

ttntil  the  seed  had  been  sown  and  the  crop  gathered.     In 

stich  a  case^  therefore,  the  buyer  may  either  rescind  the 

contract  altogether,  by  returning  the  goods- promptly  and 

in  an  unaltered  state,  and  refusing  to  pay  for  them,  or  he 

may  recover  the  price  if  it  has  been  paid,  or  he  may  keep 

the  goods,  and  recover  the  difference  between  their  real 

value  and  their  value  as  warranted.    Then  if  that  be  so,  it 

is  by  analogy  no  more  than  reasonable,  that  when  the  seller 

of  the   goods  brings  an  action   for  the  price,  the  buyer 

should  be  at  liberty  to  prove  that  they  are  inferior  to  the 

warranty.     The  evidence  tendered  by  the  defendant  was, 

therefore,  properly  received  in  the  present  caSe.     Secondly, 

the  case  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  for  the  terms  in 

which  it  was  left  to  them  included  the  question,  whether 

the  seed  was  of  any  value  or  not.     It  was  warranted  to  ht 

"good  new  growing  seed ;"  the  jury  found  that  it  was  not 

what  it  was  warranted  to  be,  therefore  they  found  that  it 

was  of  no  value,  for  grass  seed  which  will  not  grow  is  of 

no  value.    The  using  such  seed,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 

p2 


212 


1899. 


POULTON 
V. 

Lattimore. 


CASES  IN  THE  KING  S  BENCH, 

taining  whether  it  will  grow  or  not^  is  not  only  no  benefit, 
but  a  positive  injury  to  the  person  using  it,  because  he  loses 
the  beneficial  occupation  of  the  land  during  the  growiDg 
season^  and  the  land  itself  is  injured  by  the  use  of  bad 
seed.  Besides,  this  point  was  not  made  at  the  trial;  the 
plaintiff  did  not  put  his  case  upon  the  quantum  ?alebat, 
but  claimed  the  full  stipulated  price  of  the  seed;  aod  if  he 
had  gone  upon  the  quantum  valebat«  the  answer  would 
have  been  then  what  it  is  now,  that  the  defendant  ga?e 
some  evidence  that  the  seed  was  worth  nothing,  and  that 
it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  clearly  that  it  was  worth 
something,  and  how  much  it  was  worth.  In  either  view 
of  the  case,  therefore,  there  is  no  ground  for  disturbing  this 
verdict. 


Brodrick  and  Rjfland,  contra.  According  to  the  de- 
fendant's own  evidence  he  knew  that  the  seed  was  bad 
before  he  had  sown  it,  or  in  any  way  disposed  of  it;  there- 
fore the  argument  that  he  was  entided  to  keep  it  and  use  it 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  its  quality,  falls  entirely  to 
the  ground.  As  soon  as  he  had  discovered  a  breach  of  the 
warranty,  he  was  bound  either  to  return  the  seed  or  to 
call  upon  the  plaintiff  to  take  it  back,  and  that  while  it  was 
in  an  unaltered  state,  and  while  its  value  could  be  ascer- 
tained  by  the  plaintiff.  The  buyer,  in  such  a  case,  is  not 
allowed  to  lie  by,  taking  his  chance  of  the  bargain  prov'ing 
advantageous  to  himself,  and  yet  reserving  the  right  to 
avoid  the  contract  if  he  afterwards  finds  it  his  interest  to 
do  so.  Grimaldi  v.  White  (a)  is  in  point.  It  was  there 
held,  that  if  a  party  purchase  an  article  at  a  certain  price, 
pursuant  to  a  specimen  exhibited,  and  on  delivery  it  is 
found  to  be  of  inferior  performance,  the  buyer  cannot,  in 
an  action  for  goods  sold,  set  up  the  inferiority  to  the  spe- 
cimen; he  should  have  returned  it,  and  so  have  rescinded 
•the  contract.  Lawrence,  J.,  there  said,  "  If  the  defendant 
meant  to  have  availed  himself  of  this  objection,  he  should 

(a)  4Esp.N.P.C.95. 
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have  returned  the  article.     He  must  rescind  the  contract        18S9. 
totally.     Having  received  it  under  a  specific  contract^  he      tT"^^^ 
must  either  abide  by  it  or  rescind  it  in  toto,  by  returning  v. 

the  thing  sold;  but  he  cannot  keep  the  article  received  I^^ttimore. 
under  such  a  specific  contract,  and  for  a  certain  price,  and 
pay  for  it  at  a  less  price  than  that  charged  by  the  contract." 
lo  that  case>  therefore,  the  defence  M'as  held  inadmissible, 
even  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  damages.  In  Fisher 
V.  Samuda  (a)  it  was  held,  that  as  soon  as  goods  are  disco- 
vered not  to  answer  the  order  given,  they  should  be  sent 
back,  or  notice  given  to  the  vendor  to  take  them  back,  or 
an  action  cannot  be  maintained  on  the  ground  of  the  unfitness 
of  the  article.  It  is  not  necessary  in  the  present  case  to 
contend  for  that  decision  in  its  full  extent;  the  argument 
here  is  only  that  the  defendant  ought  to  be  left  to  his 
remedy  by  a  cross  action.  In  Groniiig  v.  Mendham  (b)  the 
action  was  brought  for  the  price  of  clover  seed  sold  by 
sample,  and  the  defence  was  that  the  seed  did  not  agree  with 
the  sample.  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  before  the  de- 
fendant could  be  allowed  to  enter  upon  such  a  defence,  he 
must  prove  that  he  had  given  the  seller  notice  of  his  objec- 
tion, and  had  offered  to  return  the  seed.  The  same  rule 
has  been  laid  down  in  a  case  where  there  was  an  express 
warranty;  Hopkins  v,  Appleby  {c).  There  the  action  was 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  The  defendants,  who  were 
soap  makers,  had  purchased  of  the  plaintiff  eight  sarrands 
of  Spanish  barilla,  warranted  to  be  of  the  best  quality. 
Immediately  upon  the  delivery  of  the  barilla,  the  defend- 
ants mixed  the  contents  of  the  sarrands  together,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  use  the  barilla  in  the  manufacture  of  soap.  It 
was  found  upon  trial  that  the  barilla  was  of  so  inferior  a 
quality,  that  nearly  double  the  usual  quantity  was  required 
in  order  to  complete  the  process  of  soap  making.  The 
defendants,  however,  continued  to  use  it  without  making 
any  complaint,  until  the  whole  had  been  consumed  in  eight 
successive  boilings.    The  defence  was,  that  the  barilla  was 

(a)  1  Camp.  190.        (6)  1  Stark.  N.  P.C.  257.        (c)  Ibid.  477. 
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not  of  the  quality  stipulated  for,  and  the  defendants  paid 
PouLTOK      ^"*^  Court  as  much  as  they  contended  it  was  really  worth; 

V*  and  it  was  insisted  that,  as  the  article  was  warranted^  the 

Lattimore* 

defendants  were  not  bound  to  return  it  upon  discovering 

the  breach  of  the  warranty,  or  even  to  give  the  seller  notice 

of  the  defect.     Lord  EUenborough  ruled,  that  as.  the  buyers 

had  not  given  the  seller  notice  of  any  defect  in  the  article, 

and  had  deprived  him  of  the  means  of  proving  the  vidue  of 

the  article  by  proper  testimony,  the  buyers  could  not  set 

up  the  alleged  defect  in  the  article  as  a  defence  to  the 

action  for  the  price.    That  ca;se  is  directly  in  point  with 

the  present.     So,  in  a  very  recent  case,  upon  a  contract  tp 

supply  a  chandelier  sufficient  to  light  a  room  of  given 

dimensions,  which  the  buyer  kept  and  used  for  six  months 

and  then  returned,  it  was  held  that  he  was  bound  to  pa; 

for  it,  though  not  according  to  the  contract;  Milner  v. 

Tucker  (a).     All  these  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the 

plaintiff  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  full 

amount  of  the  price  of  the  seed.  But,  secondly,  at  all  events 

he  is  entitled  to  a  new  trials  because,  if  the  seed  was  of  any 

value  at  all,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  pfiy  so  much  as  it 

was  worth.     Part  of  it  was  sown  and  grew,  and  part  of  it 

was  sold  by  the  defendant^  who  received  the  money  for  it. 

It  must,  therefore,  have  been  of  some  value,  and  at  least  it 

should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  was  of 

any  value  or  not. 

Ba YLEY,  J. — Upon  the  first  point  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  was  competent  to  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  an  action 
for  the  price  of  the  seed,  to  shew  that  the  seed  did  not 
correspond  with  the  warranty.  The  seed  was  expressly 
warranted  to  be  "  good  new  growing  seed"  There  was 
evidence  to  shew,  and  the  jury  acting  upon  that  evidence 
have  found,  that  it  was  not  "  good  new  growing  seed."  It 
appeared,  however,  that,  shortly  after  the  sale,  the  seed 
>Yas  inspected  and  tasted  by  a  competent  judge,  who  told 
(a)  iCar.  &P.N.P.C.  15. 


HIXARV  TERM,  TX  AND  X  GEO.  Iv.  216 

the  defendant  that  it  was  not  '*  good  new  growing  seed.'*        ^^!£L/ 
The  defendant  did  not  upon  that  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff     Poultok 

that  the  seed  did  not  answer  the  warranty,  or  offer  to  return  ^• 

.     .  ,    ,  ^.  ,  „   ,  Lattimohe. 

it^  but  proceeded  to  sow  some  of  it,  and  to  sell  the  rest. 

It  has  been  insisted  that  he  was  bound,  upon  receiving 

such  information,  either  to  have  returned  the  seed  to  the 

plaintiff,  or  to  have  given  him  notice  of  its  inferiority  to 

the  warranty.     But  as  the  plaintiff  had  expressly  warranted 

the  seed,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  defendant  was  at  liberty, 

without  returning  it,  to  shew  that  it  did  not  correspond 

with  the  warranty.     He  was  not  bound  to  trUst,  at  once 

and  implicitly,  to  the  judgment  of  the  persoti  who  tasted 

the  seed,  and  to  return  it  immediately  as  bad  seed;  he  had 

a  right  to  try  the  seed  by  sowing  it.     The  taste  of  the  seed 

could  scarcely  be  the  best  criterion  of  its  quality ;  and  pro* 

bably  no  experiment  short  of  sowing  it  could  satisfactorily 

determine  whether  it  would  ultimately  produce  a  crop  or 

not.    Considering  the  nature  of  the  article  itself,  and  of 

th^  contract  of  warranty,  I  think  the  defendant  was  not 

bound  to  return  the  seed  without  using  it;  and  that,  by 

keeping  and  using  it,  he  has  not  precluded  himself  either 

from  maintaining  an  action  for  the  breach  of  the  warranty, 

or  from  setting  up  that  breach  in  defence  of  this  action. 

Then  it  has  been   urged,   upon  the  second  point,   that 

although  the  warranty  may  not  have  been  complied  with, 

still  as  the  defendant  used  part,  and  disposed  of  the  residue 

of  the  seed,  it  must  have  been  of  some  value  to  him,  and 

therefore  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  some 

damages.     But  I  cannot  see,  upon  the  learned  Judge's 

report,  any  evidence  that  could  have  been  left  to  the  jury, 

as  shewing  that  the  seed  was  of  any  value  to  any  of  the 

parties  who  sowed  it;  and  besides,  no  such  point  appears 

to  have  been  made  at  the  trial:  the  only  question  between 

the  parties  there  seems  to  have  been,  whether  or  not  the 

seed  corresponded  with  the  warranty.    The  learned  Judge 

was  not  desired  to  leave  the  other  question  to  the  jury; 

and  if  he  had  done  so,  I  cannot  help  thinking  it  most  pro- 
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kI^^Lj      **^^'®  ^^^^  ^^^y  would  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that 
PouLTON      ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  worth  nothing.     I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion 
^*  Ihat  this  rule  must  be  discharged* 

I^ATTIMORE.  ° 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
it  was  competent  to  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  this  action 
brought  to  recover  the  price  or  value  of  the  seed,  to  shew 
that  it  did  not  answer  the  warranty  which  the  plaintiiF  had 
given  of  it.  It  is  said  that  a  buyer  cannot  set  up  such  an 
answer  to  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  without 
previously  either  returning  the  goods  to  the  seller,  or  giving 
him  notice  that  they  are  defective  in  quality.  I  cannot 
subscribe  to  that  doctrine.  I  am  of  opinion  that  where 
goods  are  warranted,  the  buyer  is  entitled,  without  either 
returning  them  to  the  seller,  or  giving  him  notice  that  thej 
are  defective  in  quality,  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  warranty ;  or,  if  an  action  is  brought  against  him  by  the 
seller  for  the  price,  to  prove  the  breach  of  warranty,  either 
in  reduction  of  damages,  or  in  answer  to  the  action,  if  the 
goods  are  of  no  value.  Fielder  v.  StarkU  (a)  is  a  direct 
authority  for  the  first  branch  of  this  proposition.  There  a 
horse  was  sold,  warranted  sound,  and  was  proved  to  have 
been  unsound  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The  buyer  disco- 
vered the  unsoundness  soon  after  the  sale,  but  kept  the 
ahorse  three  months  after  the  discovery.  It  was  held  that 
the  seller  was  liable  to  an  action  on  the  warranty,  without 
either  the  horse  being  returned  or  notice  given  of  the  un- 
soundness, on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  a  breach  of 
the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  seller.  Lord  Loughborough 
said,  *'  Where  there  is  an  express  warranty,  the  warrantor 
undertakes  that  it  is  true  at  the  time  of  making  it.  If  a 
horse,  which  is  warranted  sound  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  be 
proved  to  have  been  at  that  time  unsound,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  he  should  be  returned  to  the  seller.  No  length 
of  time  elapsed  after  the  sale  will  alter  the  nature  of  a  con- 
tract originally  false.     Neither  is  notice  necessary  to  be 

(«)  1  H.  Bla.  17. 
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giveOi  though  the  not  giving  notice  will  be  a  strong  pre-  1839. 
sumption  against  the  buyer,  that  the  horse,  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  had  not  the  defect  complained  of,  and  will  make  '  v^ 
the  proof  on  his  part  much  more  difficult.  The  bargain  is  ^attimore. 
complete,  and  if  it  be  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  seller, 
he  will  be  liable  to  the  buyer  in  damages,  without  either  a 
return  or  notice."  Now  that  being  so,  it  appears  to  me 
reasonable  and  just,  and  in  unison  with  every  principle  of 
law,  which  is  founded  on  reason  and  justice,  that  where 
the  seller  brings  an  action  for  the  price  or  value  of  the 
goods,  the  buyer  should  be  at  liberty  to  shew  the  breach  of 
the  warranty  in  answer  to  that  action.  Then  the  only 
quesUon  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  seller  was  entitled  to 
recover  any  thing.  .  Cases  may  occur  where  the  buyer  may 
retain  goods,  which,  though  not  corresponding  with  the 
warranty^  may  yet  be  of  some  value,  and  which  value, 
therefore,  the  seller  may  be  entitled  to  recover.  For 
iastance,  if  one  hundred  bushels  of  seed  bad  been  sold, 
warraoted-  good,  and  ten  had  turned  out  bad,  the  seller 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  ninety.  In 
this  case  the  question  is,  was  the  seed  worth  any  thing, 
aad,  if  it  was,  should  the  question  of  its  value  have  been 
left  to  the  jury.  The  learned  Judge  was  not  requested  to 
leave  that  question  to  the  jury;  and  if  he  had  been,  and 
had  complied  with  the  request,  it  seems  to  me  the  jury 
could  only  have  found  that  the  seed  was  of  no  value  what- 
ever. 

Parke,  J. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  that 
there  ought  to  be  no  new  trial  in  this  case.  The  plaintiff 
might  have  shaped  his  case  in  either  of  two  ways.  He 
might  have  claimed  to  recover  the  price  stipulated  in  the 
contract  made  between  himself  and  the  defendant;  but 
then  he  could  not  have  recovered  that  price  without  shew- 
ing that  the  seed  corresponded  with  the  warranty:  and  if 
be  had  attempted  to  shew  that  the  seed  corresponded  with 
the  warranty,  the  defendant  would  clearly  have  been  entitled 
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to  adduce  evidence  to  negative  that  fact.     On  the  other 
handy  instead  of  proceeding  upon  the  contract,  the  plaintiff 
might  have  claimed  to  recover  upon  the  quantum  valebat 
whatever  the  seed  was  really  worth,  and  might  have  proved 
by  parol  the  actual  value  of  the  seed ;  and  in  answer  to  that 
case,  the  defendant  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  prove^  by 
means  of  the  contract,  that  he  bought  the  seed  as  and  for 
good  growing  seed,  for  the  purpose  of  sowing,  and  that  it 
was  not  good  growing  seed,  and  therefore  was  of  litde 
or  no  value  to  him.     But  it  is  said  there  was  evidence  to 
shew  that  the  seed  must  have  been  of  some  value,  and 
therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for 
something,  or  at  least  that  the  question  of  value  or  no 
value  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury.     I  am  not  satisfied 
that   the  plaintiff's    case  was  presented   to  the    learned 
judge  in  such  a  shape  as  to  raise  that  question.     It  does 
not  appear  upon  the  learned  judge's  notes  that  any  such 
point  was  made  at  the  trial;  and  if  the  jury  had  been 
directed  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  if  they  believed  tbe  seed  to 
be  of  any  value,  I  think  that,  upon  the  evidence  now  before 
us,  they  would  in  all  probability  have  found  for  the  de* 
fendant. 

Rule  discharged. 


Doe,  on  the  demise  of  Courtail,  v.  Thomas. 

Thecancella-    EjECTMENT.     At  the  trial  before  Gaseke,  J.,  at  the 
?l^«^**l.  «,.!^«^  Herefordshire  Summer  Assizes,  1828,  the  case  was  this: — 

IS  IlOt  a  BUI  IcU*  ' 

der  by  operation  of  law. 

The  fact  of  a  lease  being  found  tn  the  possession  of  the  lessor  in  a  cancelled  state^  is 
tto  evidence  of  a  surrender  by  deed  or  note  in  writing. 

In  ejectment  by  the  lessee  against  the  tenant  in  possession,  the  attorney  of  the  lessor 
is  bound  to  produce  the  lease,  it  having  been  deposited  with  him  by  order  of  acouct  of 
equity  for  the  inspection  of  the  lessee. 

An  estate  was  settled  on  A,  for  life,  with  power  to  chai^  it  with  an  annuity  for  her 
husband,  and  pordons  for  their  younger  chilaren,  and  to  grant  leases.  A.  gmnted  the 
estate  to  trustees  for  500  years,  on  trust,  if  she  should  so  direct,  to  raise  portions  by 
mortgage  or  sale.  Held,  that  the  term,  till  called  into  operation,  was  subservient  Co  the 
leasing  power,  and  was  no  answer  to  an  ejectment  by  a  lessee  holding  under  a  lease 
granted  subsequently  to  the  settlement. 
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The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  lease  alleged  to  1899. 
have  been  granted  to  him  on  the  18th  of  February,  1825, 
by  the  honourable  William  Booth  Grey  and  Frances  Ann, 
his  wife.  Mr.  Grey's  attorney,  who  had  possession  of  the 
lease,  being  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  produce  it, 
stated  on  the  voir  dire  that  he  had  received  the  lease  from 
Mr.  Grejff  and  still  held  it,  in  the  character  of  his  attorney. 
Upon  that  ground  he  objected  to  produce  the  lease,  and 
the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
produce  it.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  put  in  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  chancery  suit  between  Courtail  and  the  de- 
fendant and  Mr.  Grey,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant  held  under  a  demise  from  Mr.  Grey  made  sub- 
sequently to  the  lease ;  and  also  an  order  made  in  that  suit 
by  the  Vice  Chancellor  on  the  24th  of  April,  1828,  by  which 
the  defendant  and  Mr.  Grey  were  ordered  to  produce  the 
lease  and  counterpart  for  the  inspection  of  Courtail,  Upon 
this  evidence  the  learned  judge  ordered  the  lease  to  be  pro- 
duced, when  it  appeared  that  the  names  of  the  parties  had 
been  torn  off,  though  the  lease  was  proved  to  have  been  at 
one  time  in  the  possession  of  Courtail  in  a  perfect  condition. 
It  was  thereupon  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  lease  being  produced  in  a  cancelled  state  must 
primli  facie  be  presumed  to  have  been  surrendered,  and  that 
it  lay  upon  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  evidence  to 
rebut  that  presumption.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  having  proved  that  the  lease 
was  once  in  his  possession  in  a  perfect  state,  had  made  out 
a  sufficient  prim&  facie  case,  and  that  it  lay  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  shew  that  it  had  been  surrendered,  either  by  a 
note  in  writing,  or  by  operation  of  law.  The  defendant 
then  proved  the  following  case  in  answer.  Mr.  Pryce,  the 
father  of  Mrs.  Grey,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in 
question,  by  will  dated  10th  July,  1788,  devised  all  his  free- 
hold and  copyhold  manors,  messuages,  &c.,  to  trustees;  in 
trust  when  Elizabeth  his  youngest  daughter  should  attain 
twentyK)ne,  to  convey  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  eldest 
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1829.        daughter  Frances  Ann  for  life^  with  power  to  her  to  charge 
the  estate  with  an  annuity  of  400/.  for  her  husband,  and 
5000/.  for  their  child  or  children ;  and  with  power  to  the 
trustees^  or  the  daughters  when  of  age^  to  grant  leases  for 
twenty-one  years.     Elizabeth  became  twenty-one  on  the 
17th  of  March,  1802;  and  by  lease  and  release  of  the 
17th  and  18th  of  that  month  the  trustees  conveyed  die 
estate  to  Frances  Ann  for  life.     On  the  19th  of  the  same 
month  by  marriage  settlement  made  between  //«ftr^  earl  of 
^Stamford  of  the  first  part,  W.  B.  Grey  his  second  son  of 
the  second  part,  Frances  Ann  Pryce,  afterwards  Grey,  of 
the  third  part,  and  G.H»  Grey,  eldest  son  of  the  said  earl 
and  W,  Digby  of  the  fourth  part,  Mrs.  Grey  charged  the 
.estates  with  an  annuity  of  400/.  for  her  husband,  and  5000/. 
for  younger  children.      The   indenture   then    witnessed, 
**  that  in  further  pursuance  of  the  powers  aforesaid,  and  for 
the  consideration  thereinbefore  expressed,  she,  Frances  Ann 
Pryce,  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  demise,  limit  and  appoint 
.unto  the  said  G.H,  Grey  and  tV.Digby,  their  executors 
&C.,  all  and  singular  the  said  manors,  messuages  &c.,  given 
.and  devised  by  the  said  thereinbefore  recited  will,  and  by 
the  now  stating  deed  charged  and  made  liable  as  aforesaid, 
to  hold  the  same  with  their  appurtenances,  but  subject  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  said  rent  charge  of  400/.,  unto  the 
.said  G.  H.  Grey  and  W.  Dtgby,  their  executors  &c.,  for  the 
.term  of  500  years  from  thenceforth  next  ensuing;  upon 
tru^t,  that  if  there  should  be  one  or  more  child  or  children 
of  the  said  intended  marriage,  other  than  and  except  an 
.eldest  or  only  son,  then  that  they  G.  H,  Grey  and  W.  Digby, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  oi^  administrators, 
should,  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Frances 
^Ann  Pryce,  or  in.  her  lifetime  if  she  should  by  any  deed  so 
direct  or  appoint,  by  mortgage,  sale,  or  other  disposition  of 
all  or  any  part  of  the  said, manors,  hereditaments  and  pre- 
,mises  thereinbefore  granted  and  demised,  for  all  or  any  part 
,of  the  said  term  of  500  years,  or  by  and  out  of  the  rents, 
jssues  and  profits  of  the  same  premises,  or  by  all  or  any  of 
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the  said  ways  or  means,  or  by  any  other  such  ways  or  means        1829. 
as  the  said  trustees  should  think  reasonable  and  proper, 
levy  and  raise  for  the  portion  or  portions  of  such  child  or 
children,  other  than  and  except  an  eldest  or  only  son,  the 
sum  of  5000/. ;  and  pay  or  divide  the  same  in  the  manner 
therein  particularly  mentioned."    Upon  this  case  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  term  of  500  years  being  created  out  of  the 
life  estate,  and  not  being  made  to  commence  after  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  vested  in  the  trustees  from  the  time 
when  the  marriage  settlement  was  executed ;  and  that  the 
power  to  grant  leases  for  21  years  was  subject  to  the  term 
of  500  years,  that  being  the  first  legal  estate.     It  was  urged 
contr4,  that  the  power  to  grant  leases  destroyed  the  out- 
standing term,  and  that  the  defendant  claiming  under  W,  B. 
Grey  was  estopped  from  setting  up  the  term.    The  learned 
judge  being  of  this  latter  opinion,  directed  the  jury  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  which  they  did 
accordingly. 

Campbell,  last  term,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial.  First,  the  learned  judge  ought  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  have  compelled  the  production  of  the 
lease.  There  was  no  proof  of  any  notice  having  been 
served  on  the  defendant  to  produce  the  lease;  and 
though  the  attorney  had  been  served  with  a  subpoena 
ducestecum,  still  his  own  declaration  that  he  had  received 
the  lease,  and  held  it  confidentially,  in  his  character  of 
attorney,  was  a  sufficient  answer  to  that :  especially  as  that 
declaration  was  corroborated  by  the  production  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  chancery,  the  nature  of  which  made  it  evident 
that  the  attorney  did  hold  the  lease  in  a  professional  and 
confidential  capacity.  Secondly,  the  learned  judge  ought 
to  have  required  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  some 
evidence,  explaining  the  circumstance  of  the  lease  being  in 
the  possession  of  the  lessor  in  a  cancelled  state,  and  rebut- 
ting the  presumption  arising  from  thence  that  the  lease  had 
been  surrendered.  It  is  true,  that  since  the  passing  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  the  mere  cancellation  of  a  lease  does 
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]d99.  not  operate  as  a  surrender,  Roe  v.  The  Archbishop  of  York{a). 
But  here  the  lease  was  not  only  in  a  cancelled  state,  but 
had  reverted  to  the  possession  of  the  lessor ;  and  both  those 
circumstances  combined,  raised  the  presumption  that  there 
had  been  a  surrender  in  writing  or  by  operation  of  law,  and 
threw  upon  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  the  burthen  of  rebut- 
ting that  presumption,  by  producing  evidence  explanatory 
of  those  circumstances.  Thirdly,  the  defendant  was  not 
estopped  from  setting  up  the  outstanding  term  in  answer 
to  the  lease.  There  was  no  privity  between  the  defendant 
and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  the  defendant  was  in  the 
situation  of  a  purchaser,  whether  by  a  fine  or  a  rack-rent 
was  immaterial,  or  of  a  mortgagee  after  a  prior  mortgage 
executed.  In  Goodtitle  v.  Morgan  (b),  there  were  three 
mortgages,  and  it  was  held  that  the  third  mortgagee,  having' 
obtained  the  legal  estate,  might  maintain  ejectment  against 
both  the  former  mortgagees.  [Lord  Tenierden,  C.J.  In 
that  case  the  third  mortgagee  had  got  in  an  outstanding 
term.]  Suppose  the  case,  that  the  first  mortgagee  brings 
ejectment  against  the  second  mortgagee.  There  a  question 
very  similar  to  the  question  in  the  present  case  would  arise, 
namely,  whether  the  second  mortgagee  could  set  up  a  term 
existing  prior  to  the  first  mortgage ;  and  upon  the  authority 
of  Coodiitle  v.  Morgan  (6)  .it  seems  clear  that  he  could.  In 
this  case,  the  trustees  of  the  term  might  have  maintained 
ejectment,  to  recover  possession  of  the  premises,  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  the  5000/.  for  portions. 

Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.  J. — Upon  the  first  and  third  ob- 
jections I  think  (here  is  no  ground  for  granting  a  rule. 
With  respect  to  the  production  of  the  lease  ;  it  is  perfectly 
dear  that  Mr.  Grey  himself  might  have  been  subpcenaeed 
at  the  trial  and  compelled  to  produce  the  lease,  because  it 
formed  no  part  of  his  title ;  and  if  he  might  have  been  com- 
pelled  to  produce  it,  his  attorney,  who  was  his  represents* 
tive,  and  stood  in  his  situation,  was  bound  to  produce  it  also, 
(a)  6  East,  80.  (fr)  1 T.  R.  755. 
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With  respect  to  the  outstanding  term ;  with  a  view  to  ascer- 
tain the  real  effect  of  that  term,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  all 
the  contents  of  the  deed ;  for  it  is  a  well  established  rule 
that  every  deed  is  to  be  construed  by  reference  to  all  that  it 
contains.     Now  it  appears  from  this  deed,  that  an  estate 
for  life  was  given  to  Mrs.  Grey,  together  with  a  power  to 
grant  leases  for  twenty-one  years ;  that  the  term  of  500  years 
was^  in  computation  of  time,  to  commence  immediately, 
bat, for  some  purposes,  was  not  to  take  effect  immediately; 
that  Mr.  Grty  was  U>  have  an  annuity,  under  his  wife's 
power,  for  his  life;  and  that,  under  the  same  power,  a  sum 
of  money  was  to  be  raised  as  a  portion  for  younger  children. 
Now  to  hold  that  the  term  thus  vested  in  the  trustees  was 
the  first  legal  estate  in  the  premises,  not  controllable  by 
any  other,  would  be  in  effect  to  render  the  power  of  grant* 
ing  leases  null  and  void,  because  in  that  case  the  trustees 
might  at  any  moment  turn  out  the  lessees.     To  avoid  that 
inconvenience,  and  at  the  same  time  to  give  effect  to  all  the 
provisions  of  the  deed,  we  must  consider  the  power  to 
grant  leases  as  superseding  and  controlling  the  term,  and 
must  hold  that  the  term  ought  not  to  have  effect  until  the 
trustees  actually  call  it  into  operation.    When  they  shall 
have  called  the  term  into  operation,  the  power  to  grant 
leases  will  be  determined ;  but  until  they  do  so,  the  term 
must  be  considered  as  subservient  to  the  power.     Upon  the 
remaining  objection  I  think  there  seems  ground  for  granting 
a  rule  nisi.     When  the  lease  was  produced  at  the  trial,  it 
came  out  of  the  possession,  not  of  the  lessee,  but  of  the 
lessor;  and  it  was  produced  in  a  cancelled  state.     The 
question  then  arose,  upon  whom  the  burthen  lay  of  adducing 
evidence  to  shew  how,  and  under  what  circumstances,  it 
came  to  be  in  a  cancelled  state.     In  the  case  of  Roe  v.  The 
Archbishop  (^  York  (a)  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
lease  had  been  cancelled  were  clearly  explained.     It  ap- 
peared beyond  a  doubt  there  that  the  first  lease  bad  been 
cancelled  solely  for  the  purpose  of  granting  a  second  good 
(a)  0  East,  86. 
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18^.  and  valid  lease ;  the  presumption  of  a  good  and  valid  sur- 
render^ which  might  otherwise  have  arisen  from  the  iostru- 
ment  being  in  a  cancelled  state,  was  thereby  rebutted ;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  cancetfation,  under  such  circumstances, 
of  the  first  lease,  did  not  destroy  the  interest  of  the  lessee. 
Nothing  of  that  kind  appears  in  the  present  case.  The 
lease  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Grey 9  if  valid  and  subsisting, 
ought  not  to  be  in  the  state  in  which  it  is ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  a  proper  question  for  consideration  whether  the  fact  of 
its  being  in  a  cancelled  state  in  the  possession  of  the  lessor, 
unexplained,  was  not  prim&  facie  evidence  of  a  good  and 
valid  surrender;  and  whether,  under  such  circumstances,  it 
was  not  the  duty  of  the  party  claiming  under  it  as  a  valid 
subsisting  lease  to  shew  how  it  came  to  be  in  a  cancelled 
state.  For  these  reasons,  and  upon  this  point  only,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be 
granted. 

The  other  judges  concurred,  and  a  rule  nisi  was  granted 
accordingly,  against  which 

Taunton  and  Maule,  now  shewed  cause.    By  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  '^  no  lease  shall  be  surrendered,  unless  it  be  by 
deed  or  note  in  writing,  or  by  act  and  operation  of  law.*' 
There  was  no  evidence  of  a  surrender  by  either  of  those 
means  in  this  case,  nor  any  ground  for  presuming  it.    ^Bay- 
ley,  J.  Certainly  not  by  act  and  operation  of  law.]     Nor  by 
deed  or  note  in  writing.     The  cancellation  of  the  lease,  as 
it  has  been  termed,  that  is,  the  fact  of  the  names  of  the 
parties  having  been  torn  off,  was  not  even  prim&  facie  evi- 
dence of  a  surrender  by  deed  or  note  in  writing ;  and  the 
only  presumption  arising  from  that  fact  was,  that  the  lessee 
contemplated  surrendering,  not  that  he  had  actually  surren- 
dered.   There  was  no  evidence  that  any  deed  or  note  in 
writing  ever  existed,  consequently  there  could  be  no  ground 
for  presuming  that  it  did.     Roe  v.  The  Archbishop  of  York  (a) 
shews  that  since  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the 
(tf)  6  East,  86. 
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mere  cancelling  of  a  lease  is  not  a  sufficient  surrender  of        182?. 

the  term  thereby  created ;  Magennis  v.  M'Culloch  {a)  is  an 

express  authority  on  the  same  point :  and  in  the  latter  case, 

the  reason  for  the  rule  is  given,  namely,  that  "  the  object  of 

the  statute  was  to  take  away  the  manner  they  formerly  had 

of  transferring  interests  in  land  by  signs,   symbols,  and 

words  only." 

Cafnpbell  and  Russell,  Serjt,  contrA.     It  is  not  contended 
that  there  was  positive  and  conclusive  evidence  of  a  sur* 
render  in  this  case,  but  only  that  there  was  such  prini^  facie 
evidence  as  warranted  the  presumption  of  a  surrender,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  to  rebut  it  on  the  part  of  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff.     The  very  fact  of  the  lease  being  produced 
in  a  cancelled  state  was  sufficient,  unexplained,  to  raise  the 
presumption,  not  only  that  the   parties   contemplated   a 
surrender,  but  that  they  had  adopted  the  necessary  legal 
measures  for  completing  the  act  which  they  so  contem- 
plated: and    it  was   incumbent   upon    the  lessor   of  the 
plaintiff,  therefore,  as  the  party  claiming  under  the  lease  as 
a  valid  subsisting  instrument,  to  rebut  that  presumption,  by 
explaining  the  circumstances  under  which  the  cancellation 
took  place.     In  Roe  v.  The  Archbishop  of  York  (h)  it  was 
stated  in  argument,  and  not  denied,  that  although  before 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  there  could  be  no  surrender  of  a 
thiag  lying  in  grant,  except  by  deed,  yet  it  was  always  con- 
sidered that  the  cancelling  of  a  lease  of  a  thing  lyidg  in 
grant  was  evidence  of  a  surrender;  and  in  Bacons  Abridge- 
ment (c)  it  is  laid  down,  that  "  if  a  lessee  for  life  or  years 
take  a  new  lease  of  the  same  lands,  though  such  second 
lease  be  void  for  any  defect  in  the  making  or  execution  of 
it,  yet  it  is  a  surrender  of  the  first  lease :  and  such  contract 
for  a  new  lease  is  good  evidence  to  a  jury  of  such  surrender.'' 
Upon  the  same  principle  the  fact  of  the  lease  being  in  a 

(a)  Gitb.  Eq.  Rep.  235,  which  is  (6)  6  East,  86. 

cited  in  Thtrsbyv.  Plant,  1  Wms.  (c)  Bac.  Abr.  Lea$e,(S.)  3;  and 

Sauiid.  336,  n.  see  Com.  Dig.  Surrender,  (J.)  ]. 

VOL.   IV.  Q 
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1829.         cancelled  state,  was  evidence  in  this  case  of  a  surrender,  and 
should  have  been  so  left  to  the  jury. 

Bayley,  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  perfectly  clear 
case.     Here  is  a  lease  that  was  duly  executed,  which  found 
its  way  into  the  possession  of  the  lessee,  and  which  then 
began  to  operate.     The  Statute  of  Frauds  (sect.  3,)  says  that 
no  lease  shall  be  surrendered,  unless  it  be  by  deed  or  note 
in  writing,  or  by  act  and  operation  of  law.     There  is  no 
pretence  for  saying  that  this  lease  has  been  surrendered  by 
act  and  operation  of  law,  so  that  the  only  question  is, 
whether  there  is  or  is  not  reasonable  ground  for  saying  that 
it  has  been  «urrendered  by  deed  or  note  in  writing.    The 
lease  is  now  in  the  possession  of  the  lessor — how  it  came 
ther.e  does  not  appear.     The  names  of  the  parties  are  cut 
off — how  they  came  to  be  cut  off  does  not  appear.     But, 
considering  the  period  of  time  which  has  elapsed  since  the 
lease  was  granted,  and  the  situation  in  which  these  parties 
have  been  during  part  of  that  time,  is  there  any  foundation 
for  saying  that  there  has  been  a  note  in  writing  by  which 
this  lease  has  been  surrendered  ?     The  period  of  time  at 
which  it  found  its  way  into  the  possession  of  the  lessor, 
Mr.  Gretf,  does  not  appear.     By  what  means  he  obtained 
it  does  not  appear.     Whether  he  obtained  it  immediately 
from  Mr.  Courtail,  or  from  any  person  in  whose  bands 
Mr.  Courtail  had  deposited  it,  or  in  what  state  it  was  when 
he  obtained  it,  does  not  in  any  respect  appear.     But  this 
does  appear — that  in  the  intermediate  space  of  time  there 
was  a  bill  in  Chancer}',  and  an  answer  in  Chancery,  and 
that  an  order  was  made  in  that  suit  that  this  lease  should 
be  produced  for  the  inspection  of  Mr.  Courtail,  when  he 
should  reasonably  require  it.     Now  that  does   raise  the 
inference  that  tRere  has  been  some  dispute  between  these 
parties  upon  the  subject  of  this  lease,  and  upon  the  subject 
of  the  state  in  which  the  lease  was.     The  lease  is  now  in 
the  possession  of  Mr.  Grey;  but  that  alone  is  no  evidence 
of  its  having  been  surrendered ;  because  it  is  properly 
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conceded  that  it  is  only  upon  the  ground  that  we  may  be  1839. 
warranted,  from  the  state  in  which  the  lease  is,  in  pre- 
suming that  there  had  been  a  note  in  writing,  that  we  can 
say  that  the  provision  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  has  been 
complied  with*  Now  the  fact  of  the  lease  being  in  the 
possession  of  Mr.  Grey^  and  in  a  cancelled  state,  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  furnish  any  degree  of  presumption,  hi  this 
case,  of  there*  having  been  a  note  in  writing.  It  was  for 
Mr.  Grey  to  make  out  that  the  lease  had  been  duly  surren- 
dered :  the  burthen  of  proof  in  that  respect  lay  upon  him« 
It  is  true  the  lease  is  in  his  possession,  and  in  a  cancelled 
state;  but  that  merely  raises  the  inference  that  by  isome 
means  or  other  it  got  into  his  possession  in  a  cancelled  state: 
and  that  alone  will  not  do.  That  does  not  make  out  his 
case.  He  must  rely  upon  a  surrender  by  deed  or  note  in 
writing,  and  there  is  really  no  evidence  at  all  of  there  ever 
having  been  any  such  surrender.  If  the  transaction  had 
been  of  distant  date;  if  the  lease  had  been  in  the  possession 
of  Mr.  Grey^  without  any  dispute,  for  a  long  series  of  years; 
or  if  there  had  been  any  destruction  of  Mr.  Grey's  papers, 
or  any  change  of  residence,  or  any  foundation  for  supposing 
that  a  note  in  writing  had  once  existed  and  had  since  been 
destroyed  or  lost;  that  might  have  been  a  ground  for  rais- 
ing the  presumption  that  there  was  a  note  in  writing  which 
accompanied  the  lease  when  it  got  into  Mr.  Greys  posses- 
sion. But  in  this  case  there  is  no  ground  for  presuming 
that  there  ever  was  any  note  in  writing  which  accompanied 
that  document,  when  it  found  its  way  into  Mr.  Grey's  pos- 
session; and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  was 
right,  and  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — It  is  quito  clcar  in  this  case  that  there 
was  no  surrender  by  act  and  operation  of  law.  If  a  lessee 
for  life  enfeoffs  the  reversioner  in  fee,  or  the  lessee  and  lessor 
join  in  a  feoffment,  or  a  lessee  for  life  or  years  accepts  a 
new  lease  from  the  lessor;  in  either  of  those  cases  a  sur- 
render by  act  and  operation  of  law  takes  place      Then,  if 

Q  2 
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(here  was  not  a  surrender  by  act  and  operation  of  law,  the 
question  is,  whether  a  surrender  by  deed  or  note  in  writing 
can  be  presumed  in  this  case;  because  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
expressly  requires  that  there  shall  be  a  surrender,  either  by 
deed  or  note  in  writing  or  by  act  and  operation  of  law.    I 
will  put  the  case  in  the  strongest  possible  way  for  the  de- 
fendant.     I  will  suppose  that  Mr.  Court  ail  znd  Mr.Grey 
met  together;   that  they  agreed  that  Mr.  Cour^ai/ should 
give  up  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  that  the  lease 
should  be  cancelled ;  and  that  in  execution  of  that  agree- 
ment they  cut  off  the  names,  with  the  express  inteution  of 
cancelling  the  lease.     Even  upon  that  state  of  facts,  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  there  would  not  have  been  a  valid 
surrender  of  the  lease  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.     Such  an  arrangement  would  involve  the  very  mis- 
chief intended  to  be  remedied  by  the  statute.     Before  the 
statute  passed,  parties  were  accustomed  to  put  an  end  to 
terms  by  parol,  and  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  prevent 
terms  being  surrendered  by  any  mode  except  a  deed  or  note 
in  writing.     If  the  case  now  before  us  had  been  submitted 
to  the  person  who  framed  the  statute,  I  have  no  doubt  he 
would  have  said  it  was  one  of  the  cases  intended  to  be 
guarded  against.     The  question  whether  there  has  been 
a  surrender  or  not,  ought  not  to  be  decided  upon  loose 
parol  evidence.     To  decide  that  there  has  been  a  surrender 
in  this  case,  would  be  entirely  to  defeat  the  object  of  the 
Statute   of  Frauds.     I    do  not  mean  to  say,  that  if  the 
parties  had  been  out    of  possession  during  a  period  of 
twenty  years,  and  there   was,   from  other  circumstances, 
reason   to   presume  that    there   had  been  some    note  in 
writing,  it  might  not  have  been  left   to   the  jury  to  say 
whether  such  note  in  writing  had  not  once  existed  and 
had  not  subsequently  been  destroyed  or  lost.     There  are 
cases  in  which   the  question,  whether   there  has  been  a 
valid  surrender  or   not,  has  ,been  made ;  but   there   was 
evidence  of  some  note  in  writing  in  all  of  them.     Fanner  v. 
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Rogers  (a)  and  Smith  v.  Mapleback  {h)  are  instances  of  tbe         1899. 
nature  I  have  alluded  to.     Here  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
note  in  writings  and  no  ground  for  presuming  that  any  ever 
existed.     The  verdict  therefore  was  right,   and  the   rule 
must  be  discharged. 

Parke,  J. — I  think  this  a  very  clear  case.     It  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  lease  was  once  operative  as  a  lease ;  there- 
fore it  cannot  be  got  rid  of  except  by  a  surrender,  either 
by  act  and  operation    of   law,  or  by  a  deed  or  note  in 
writing.     The  argument  is,  that  it  may  be  presumed  in 
this  case  that  there  was  a  surrender  by  a  note  in  writing; 
but  it  appears  to  me  impossible  to  draw  any  such  infer- 
ence.    The  fact  of  a  lease  being  found  in  the  possession 
of  tbe  lessor  in  a  cancelled  state,  can  only  raise  the  pre- 
sumption that  it  was  the    intention  of  the  parties  to  put 
an  end  to  the  term  by  cancelling  the  lease.     But  the  law 
does  not  allow  such  a  mode  of  putting  an  end  to  a  term ; 
therefore  the  adoption  of  such  a  mode  cannot  raise  the 
presumption  that  there  has  been  a  surrender  by  a  note  in 
writing.     Tbe  only  inference  that  we  can  draw  from  the 
facts  of  this   case  appears  to  me  to  be,  that  the  parties 
intended  by  this  step  to  put  an  end  to  the  operation  of 
tbe  lease  by  means  which  the  law  does  not  allow ;  and  if 
^o^  tbe  lease  still  continues  in  operation. 

Rule  discharged, 
(fl)  2  Wilson,  2a.  (A)  1  T.  R.  44 J. 
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1829. 


Fabr  V.  HoLLis,  Gent.,  one,  &c. 


The  bond  Debt  on  bond  for  5000/.,  dated  Cth  April,  1812,  and 

SntyUt!  another  bond  for  5000/.  dated  19th  April,  1814. 

surer  to  ihe  The  defendant  claimed  oyer  of  the  first  bond,  which  ap- 

peace,  under  peared  to  be  made  to  the  plaintiff,  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 

12  Geo.  2,c.     county  of  Southampton.     He  also  craved  oyer  of  the  con- 
29,  extends  to     ,.  .     "^  .        ,  .  ,       /  .  .  ,  ,      "^  , 

duties  imposed  dition,  m  whtch,  after  recitmg,  that  at  the  general  quarter 

on  ^he  trea-  ^^  sessions  of  the  peace  on  Monday,  in  the  first  week  after  the 
quent  statutes,  clause  of  Easter,  to  wit,  the  6th  day  of  April,  181^,  before 
*"^^^  °  James  Burroughs  Esq.,  chairman,  William  Ckuter,  Esq.,  and 
others,  8cc.,  the  above  bounden  George  Hollis  was  by  the 
said  justices  nominated  and  appointed  treasurer  and  re- 
ceiver of  the  rates  and  assessments  made  of  the  public  ser- 
vices for  the  said  county,  for  the  year  ensuing,  upon  his 
giving  sufficient  security  to  William  Dale  Farr,  Esq ,  clerk 
omitted  to  ac-  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county,  for  the  due  and  faithful 
upon  being  re-  execution  of  the  trusts  reposed  in  him  according  to  the 
ciuired  by  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  the  condition  was 
sions  so  to  do,  declared  to  be  such,  that  if  defendant,  his  executors,  &c., 

without  add-     ^\^^^\^  and  did  from  time  to  time,  whenever  he  or  they 

ing  that  he  was 

required  to  ac-  should  be  thereunto  required  by  the  justices  of  the  peace, 

count  by  a" 

order  of  ju 


such  a  bond 
may  he  as- 
signed in  the 
defendant,  as 
treasurer, 
having  re- 
ceived a  cer- 
tain sum  of 
money,  and 


an 
jus- 
tices 

Under  4S 
Geo.  3,  cap. 
47,  (Militia 
Act,)  it  was 
the  duty  of 
the  county 
treasurer, 

reimbursed  payments  made  by  overseers  to  the  families  of  militia  men,  to  transmit  an 
account  of  such  reimbursements  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  for  which  such  militia 
men  were  serving.  But  it  was  not  his  duty  to  demand  the  amount,  or  to  take  lega\ 
proceedings  for  obtaining  payment,  or  to  notify  to  tlie  justices  of  the  sessions  the  trans- 
missions of  such  account  and  lieglect  of  payment,  or  to  transmit  to  the  justices  of  the 
sessions  an  account  of  similar  payments  made  by  himself  to  the  treasurer  of  another 
county,  that  they  might  make  orders  for  repayment  upon  the  overseers  of  the  parishes  fur 
which  such  militia  men  were  sei'ving. 


assembled  at  any  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  to 
be  held  for  the  said  county,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  or 
by  any  committee  of  said  magistrates  duly  appointed  for 
that  purpose,  by  any  order  of  the  said  court  of  quarter 
sessions  then  made,  or  thereafter  to  be  made,  well  and  truly 
•'^who  account  for  all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as 
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should  have  been  then  in  his  or  their  hand  or  hands,  or        1829. 

which  should  have  been  paid  to  or  received  by  him  or  them,.      ^TT"^**^ 

by  means  or  on  account  of  his  said  office  of  treasurer ;  and  v. 

also  should  and  did  well  and  truly  pay  and  apply  the  money       W^'-''*'' 

8o  received  by  him,  or  which  should  be  remaining  in  his  or 

their  hand  or  hands  at  the  end  of  the  said  year,  for  wliich 

he  had   been  so  appointed  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  in  such 

manner  and  to  such  person  or  persons  as  the  said  justices 

of  the  peace,  or  the  major  part  of  them  at  such  general 

quarter  sessions  should  direct,    order  and  appoint ;    and 

also  if  the  said  defendant  should  duly  and  faithfully  perform 

and  execute  all  and  every  the  trusts  reposed  in  him  by  virtue 

of  his  said  nomination  or  appointment  to  the  said  offices, 

then  this  obligation,  &c.**     The  defendant  then  pleaded 

performance  generally.     He  also  craved  oyer  of  the  second 

bond  and  condition,  which  were  in  the  same  form  as  the 

first,  concluding  with  the  like  plea  of  performance.     The 

plaintiff  in  his  replication  assigned  the  following  breaches 

of  the  condition  of  the  first  bond  : 

First  breach,  that  defendant,  after  he  was  so  nominated 
and  appointed  treasurer  and  receiver,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  April, 
181^,  at&c.,did  give  sufficient  security  to  plaintiff,  then  being 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  for  the  due  and  faithful 
execution  of  the  trusts  reposed  in  him,  according  to  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided^  to  wit,  the  said 
writing  obligatory  in  the  first  count  and  plea  thereto  men- 
tioned ;  and  thereupon  then  and  there  took  upon  himself  the 
said  oflices  of  and  became  and  was  treasurer  and  receiver, 
according  to  the  said  nomination  and  appointment  as  last 
aforesaid ;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  whilst  defendant  was  such  trea- 
surer  as  last  aforesaid,  divers  large  sums  of  money,  amount* 
ing  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  1000/.  were 
paid. to  and  received  by  defendant  by  means  and  on  account 
of  the  said  last  mentioned  office  of  treasurer ;  and  that  after- 
vrards,  to  wit,  28th  April,  1813,  at  &c.,  defendant  was  re- 
quired by  the  justices  of  the  peace  assembled  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  said  county  then  and  there 
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1899.  holden,  to  account  for  all  sums  of  money  before  theu  paid  to 
and  received  by  defendant  by  means  of  and  on  account  of  his 
said  last  mentioned  office  of  treasurer ;  yet  defendant  did 
not,  nor  would  when  he  was  so  required  as  aforesaid, or  at  aD]f 
other  time,  account  for  said  sums  of  money  so  paid  to  and 
received  by  him  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  said  defendant  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to 
do ;  and  the  same  are,  and  every  part  thereof  still  is,  wholly 
unaccounted  for  by  said  defendant,  contrary  to  the  form  and 
effect  of  said  condition  of  &c.,  to  wit,  at  8cc.  Verification 
and  prayer  of  judgment. 

The  second  breach  stated,  that  afterwards  and  whilst  de- 
fendant was  such  treasurer  as  last  aforesaid,  to  suit,  9th 
July,  1812,  at  &c.,  defendant,  out  of  the  moneys  then  and 
there  in  his  hands  as  such  treasurer  as  last  aforesaid,  did 
reimburse  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Portsmouth  in  said  county  of  Southampton,  in  pursuance 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  a  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  7/.  \6s.  on  account  of  certain 
weekly  allowances  before  then  paid  by  the  said  overseers 
of  the  parish  of  Portsmouth  to  the  family  of  one  Jafnes 
Smith,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided ;  said  James  Smith  during  all  the  time 
for  which  such  allowances  were  paid  as  aforesaid  being  a 
private  militia  man,  serving  in  the  militia  of  the  county  of 
Monmouth  as  a  substitute  for  John  Millett,  of  the  parish  of 
Camyvy  in  the  last  mentioned  county,  and  being  embodied 
and  called  out  into  actual  service,  and  having  his  said  family 
during  all  that  time  dwelling  in  said  parish  of  Portsmouth, 
and  unable  to  support  itself,  to  wit,  at  Gosport  aforesaid ;  and 
that  it  was  one  of  the  trusts  reposed  in  said  defendant,  by 
virtue  of  said  nomination  and  appointmeut  of  hira^  said  de- 
lendant,  as  last  aforesaid,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  said  defend- 
ant lu  that  behalf  to  deliver  or  transmit  to  the  treasurer  of 
said  county  of  Monmouth  an  account  of  said  sum  of  money 
so  reimbursed  by  him,  said  defendant,  as  aforesaid,  signed 
by  one  or  more  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  said  county 
of  Southampton,  and  thereafter  forthwith  to  demand,  have^ 
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and  recover  said  last  mentioned  sum  of  money  from  said         18^9. 
treasurer  of  said  county  of  Monmouth,  to  wit,  at  8cc. ;  and 
that  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  8cc.,  at  &c.  did  trans- 
mit to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Monmouth,  an  account 
of  said  sum  of  money  so  reimbursed  by  him  said  defendant 
as  aforesaid,  duly  signed  in  that  behalf,  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  yet 
said  defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not 
nor  would  duly  and  faithfully  perform  and  execute  all.  and 
every  the  trusts  reposed  in  him  by  virtue  of  his  said  nomi- 
nation and  appointment  as  last  aforesaid,  but  then  failed 
and  made  default  in  this,  to  wit,  that  he,  said  defendant,  did 
not  nor  would  forthwith,  after  the  transmitting  of  said  ac<* 
count  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time,  demand,  have  or 
recover  of  and  from  the  said  treasurer  of  said  county  of 
Monmouth  said  sum  of  money  so  reimbursed  by  him,  said 
defendant,  as  aforesaid,  although  the  same  might  have  been 
so  had  and  recovered  in  that  behalf,  but,  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  said  defendant  wholly  omitted   and  neglected  to 
demand,  have  or  recover  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  con- 
trary to  the  said  trusts  so  reposed  in  him  as  aforesaid,  and 
in  breach  of  the  condition  of  said  writing  obligatory  in  that 
behalf;  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  said  last  men- 
tioned sum  of  money  being  still  unpaid  is  wholly  lost  to  the 
public  stock  of  said  county  of  Southampton,  to  wit,  at  8cc. 
Verification  and  prayer  of  judgment. 

The  third  breach  stated,  that  said  defendant  having 
taken  upon  himself  said  office  of  and  being  such  treasurer 
as  in  said  first  breach  mentioned,  did  afterwards  and 
whilst  defendant  was  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on 
Sec.  at  8lc.,  out  of  the  moneys  then  and  there  in  his  hands 
93  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  reimburse  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Portsmouth,  in  the  said  county  of 
Southampton,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
aud  provided,  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  2/.  12$.,  ou 
account  of  certain  other  weekly  allowances  before  then  paid 
by  said  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Portsmouth  to  the  family 
of  one  William  Jones,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute. 


234  CASES  IN  THE  KINg's  BENCH, 

1899.        &c.^  said  William  Jones  during  all  the  term  for  which  said 
allowances  were  so  paid  as  aforesaid  being  a   drunmier 
serving  in  the  militia  of  the  county  of  Monmouth,  and  being 
embodied  and  called  out  into  actual  service,  and  having  left 
his  said  family  during  all  that  time  dwelling  in  said  parish 
of  Portsmouth,  and  unable  to  support  itself,  to  \vit«  at&c; 
and  that  it  was  one  of  the  trusts  reposed  in  defendant  by 
virtue  of  his  nomination  and  appointment  as  aforesaid,  and 
it  was  his  duty  in  that  behalf  to  deliver  or  transmit  to  the  trea- 
surer of  said  county  of  Monmouth  an  account  of  said  sum 
of  money  so  reimbursed  as  aforesaid,  signed  by  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  peace  of  said  county  of  Southampton  in  that 
behalf,  and  in  case  of  neglect  of  payment  of  said  last  men- 
tioned sum  of  money  to  him,  said  defendant,  by  the  trea- 
surer of  said  county  of  Monmouth  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  delivering  or  transmitting  said  account  as  aforesaid, 
to  cause  and  procure  the  necessary  proceedings  at  la>v,  to 
wit,  by  action,  to  be  had  and  taken  against  said  last  men- 
tioned treasurer,  for  obtaining  payment  of  said  last  men- 
tioned sum  of  money  by  and  from  said  last  mentioned  trea- 
surer to  him,  said  defendant,  to  wit,  at  Gosport  aforesaid; 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  8cc.,  said  defendant  did  transmit 
to  the  treasurer  of  said  county  of  Monmouth  an  account  of 
said  sum  of  money  so  reimbursed  by  him,  said  defendant, 
as  aforesaid,  duly  signed  in  that  behalf,  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided^  at  Scc 
and  although  a  reasonable  time  siuce  the  transmitting  of 
said  last  mentioned  account  has  long  since  elapsed,  yet  said 
treasurer  of  said  county  of  Monmouth  did  not  nor  would 
pay  to  said  defendant  said  last  mentioned  sum  of  money 
within  such  reasonable  time  aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time 
whatsoever,  but  on  the  contrary,  wholly  neglected  so  to  do, 
to  wit,  at  &c.;  that  defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty  in 
that  behalf,   did  not   nor  would  perform  and  execute  all 
and  every  the  trusts  reposed  in  him  by  virtue  of  his  nomina- 
tion aiid  appointment  as  aforesaid,  but  therein  failed  and 
made  default  in  this,  to  wit,  that  said  defendant  hath  not 
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caused  or  procured  the  necessary  or  other  proceedings  at 
law  as  aforesaid  to  be  had  and  taken  against  said  treasurer 
of  said  county  of  Monmouth,  for  the  obtaining  payments 
of  said  last  mentioned  sum  of  money  in  that  behalf,  but, 
00  the  contrary  thereof,  hath  wholly  omitted  and  refused 
so  to  do,  contrary  to  the  said  trusts  so  reposed  in  him  as 
aforesaid,  and  in  breach  of  the  condition  of  said  writing 
obligatory  in  that  behalf;  and  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
said  last  mentioned  sum  of  money  being  still  unpaid  is 
wholly  lost  to  the  public  stock  of  said  county  of  South- 
ampton, to  wit,  at  &c.  Verification  and  prayer  of  judg-* 
ment. 

The  fourth  breach  stated  reimbursement  by  defendant 

to  the  overseers  of  Portsea  of  lA  4s.,  paid  by  them  to  the 

family  of  George  Botuen,  a  private  in  the  Bristol  militia, 

and  that  it  was  one  of  the  trusts  reposed  in  defendant  by 

virtue  of  his  nomination  and  appointment  as  aforesaid,  and 

his  duty  in  that  behalf,  to  deliver  or  transmit  to  the  trea* 

surer  of  said  county  of  said  city  of  Bristol  an  account  of 

said  sum  of  money  so  reimbursed  by  him  as  aforesaid, 

signed  by  one  or  more  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  said 

county  of  Southampton;  and  in  case  of  neglect  of  payment 

of  such  money  to  him  the  said  defendant  by  the  treasurer 

of  said  county  of  said  city  of  Bristol,  within  a  reasonable 

time  after  the  delivery  or  transmitting  said  accounts  as 

aforesaid,  to  notify  or  report  said  delivery  or  transmitting 

said  accounts  by  him,  said  defendant,  and  the  neglect  of 

said  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  to  the  justices  of  the  peace  of 

said  county  of  Southampton,  in  the  then  next  general  or 

quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  said  county  assembled,  at 

&c.;  that  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  th«  day    and 

year  aforesaid  at,  &c.,  did  transmit  to  the  treasurer  of  the 

county  of  the  city  of  Bristol  an  account  of  said  sum  of 

money  so  reimbursed  by  him  said  defendant  as  aforesaid, 

duly  signed  in  that  behalf,  according  to  the  form  of  the 

statute;  and    that,  although  a   reasonable  time   since  the 

transmitting    of  said    accounts    has  long    since    elapsed. 
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yet  said  treasurer  of  the  said  county  of  said  city  of  Bristol 
did  not.  nor  would  pay  said  sum  of  money,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  said  defendant,  within  such  reasonable  time  as 
aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever,  but  on  the 
contrary  thereof  wholly  neglected  so  to  do,  at  &c.;  that 
said  defendant  did  not  nor  would  duly  and  faithfully  per* 
form  and  execute  all  and  every  the  trusts  reposed  in  him  by 
virtue  of  his  nomination  and  appointment  aforesaid,  but 
on  the  contrary  thereof  therein  wholly  failed  and  made 
default  in  this,  to  wit,  that  said  defendant  did  not  nor 
would  notify  or  report  to  the  justices  of  said  county  of 
Southampton,  in  the  then  next  general  or  quarter  sessions 
of  the  peace  for  said  county  assembled,  (although  such 
sessions  have  long  since  been  held,)  or  any  other  sessions 
whatsoever,  the  transmitting  of  said  accounts  by  him  said 
defendant  to  said  treasurer  of  the  county  of  the  city  of 
Bristol  as  aforesaid,  and  the  neglect  of  payment  thereof  by 
said  last- mentioned  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  but  on  the  con* 
trary  thereof  wholly  omitted  and  neglected  so  to  do,  con- 
trary to  the  said  trusts  so  reposed  in  him  as  aforesaid,  and 
in  breach  of  the  condition  of  said  writing  obligatory  in  said 
first  count  mentioned;  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the 
justices  of  the  said  county  of  Southampton  have  been  hin- 
dered and  prevented  from  taking  the  necessary  proceedings 
for  the  recovery  of  said  last  mentioned  sum  of  money,  and 
the  same  being  still  unpaid  is  wholly  lost  to  the  public 
stock  of  said  county  of  Southampton,  at  &c.  Verification 
and  prayer  of  judgment. 

The  fifth  breach  stated,  that  before  the  transmitting  of 
the  accounts  to  defendant  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  to 
wit,  l£th  July,  1812,  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  War- 
wick had  reimbursed  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  Nuneaton^  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  a 
sum  of  money,  5L  4s,,  on  account  of  certain  weekly  allow* 
ances  before  then  paid  by  said  overseers  to  the  family  of 
one  John  Austin,  according  to  the  form,  &c.;  said  John 
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Austin,  during  all  the  time  for  which  such  allowances  had  1829. 
been  paid  as  aforesaid,  being  a  private  militia-man  serving 
in  the  militia  of  said  county  of  Southampton,  as  a  substi- 
tute for  one  Robert  Reeves,  of  the  parish  of  Hcckfield,  in 
the  said  county  of  Southampton,  and  being  embodied  and 
called  out  into  actual  service,  and  having  left  his  family, 
during  all  that  time,  dwelling  in  said  parish  of  Nuneaton, 
and  unable  to  support  itself,  at  &c. ;  that  after  the  making 
of  said  writing  obligatory,  and  whilst  said  defendant  was 
such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  trea- 
surer of  said  county  of  Warwick  transmitted  to  said  de** 
fendant,  as  and  being  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  a  certain 
account,  duly  signed  by  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of 
said  county  of  Warwick,  of  said  sum  of  money  so  reim- 
bursed by  him  said  treasurer  of  said  county  of  Warwick 
aforesaid;  and  said  defendant,  as  and  being  such  treasurer 
as  aforesaid,  out  of  the  moneys  then  and  there  in  his  hands 
as  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  paid  to  such 
treasurer  of  said  county  of  Warwick  such  last  mentioned 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  at  &c. ;  that  it  was  one  of  the 
trusts  reposed  in  him  said  defendant,  by  virtue  of  said  no- 
mination and  appointment  aforesaid,  and  it  was  the  duty 
of  said  defendant  in  that  behalf,  to  transmit  such  signed 
account,  and  also  an  account  of  said  moneys  so  repaid  by 
him  in  pursuance  thereof  aforesaid,  to  the  justices  of  the 
peace  for  said  county  of  Southampton,  at  the  next  general 
or  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  said  last  mentioned 
county,  in  order  that  said  justices  at  such  sessions  might 
make  an  order  for  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  said  parish 
of  Heckfield,  for  which  said  John  Amtin  so  served  as  afore- 
said, to  pay  said  sum  of  money  to  the  treasurer  of  said 
coanty  of  Southampton,  at  &c/;  yet  the  said  defendant, 
not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not  nor  would 
perform  and  execute  all  and  every  the  trusts  reposed  in 
him  by  virtue  of  bis  nomination  and  appointment  afore- 
said, but  therein  wholly  failed  and  made  default  in  this,  to 
wit,  that  said  defendant  did  not  nor  would  transmit  to  the 
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1899.  justices  of  the  peace  for  said  county  of  Southampton,  at 
the  then  next  sessions  for  said  county,  or  at  any  other  sub- 
sequent sessions,  such  signed  account  as  aforesaid,  and 
also  an  account  of  the  money  so  repaid  by  him  as  last 
aforesaid,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof  wholly  omitted  aod 
neglected  so  to  do,  contrary  to  said  trusts  as  aforesaid; 
and  in  breach  of  the  condition  of  said  writing  obligatory, 
and  by  means  of  the  premises,  no  order  hath  been  made 
or  could  be  made  for  the  overseers  of  said  parish  of  Heck- 
field  to  pay  said  sum  of  money  as  aforesaid,  and  the  same 
being  still  unpaid  is  wholly  lost  to  the  public  stock  of  said 
county,  to  wit,  at  &c.  Verification  and  prayer  of  judg- 
ment. 

The  twelfth  breach,  which  was  assigned  on  the  condition 
of  the  second  bond,  stated,  that  before  the  transmitting  of 
the  account  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  10th  Oct.  1814, 
the  treasurer  of  the  city  of  New  Sarum  had  reimbursed  the 
overseers  of  St.  Edmund  in  that  city  21.  12^.  on  accouot 
of  weekly  allowances  paid  by  such  overseers  to  the  family  of 
one  John  Brown,  he  being  a  private  militia-man,  serving  io 
the  militia  of  the  county  of  Hants  as  a  substitue  for  one 
William  Smithy  of  Bishop's  Waltliam,  in  that  county;  that 
after  the  making  of  the  said  last  mentioned  writing  obliga- 
tory, and  whilst  the  defendant  was  such  treasurer  as las^ 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  13th  October,  1814,  the  said  treasurer 
transmitted  to  the  defendant  an  account  duly  signed  by^Scc. 
of  the  sums  of  money  so  reimbursed,  and  that  the  defendant 
being  treasurer  paid  the  said  last  mentioned  sum  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  said  city,  and  afterwards  transmitted  the 
.last  mentioned  signed  account,  and  also  an  account  of 
moneys  repaid  by  him  in  pursuance  thereof,  to  the  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Hants,  at  the  then  next 
general  quarter  sessions  for  that  county;  that  it  was  one 
of  the  trusts  reposed  in  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  his  ap 
pointment,  and  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  to  procure  an  order 
to  be  made  by  the  said  justices  at  such  sessions  for  payment 
of  the  said  last  mentioned  sum  of  money  to  the  treasurer 
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of  the  county  of  Southampton,  within  fourteen  days  after  the 
receipt  of  such  order ;  but  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor 
would  procure  any  order  to  the  overseers  of  B.  W.  to  pay 
the  last  mentioned  sum  of  money  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
county  of  Southampton. 
To  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially. 

£.  Laiaes,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrers.      No 
question  arises  upon  the  form  of  the  defendant's  plea  of 
performance.     The  questions  arise  upon  the  replication. 
It  appears  by  the  condition  of  the  bond  that  it  was  given 
according  to  the  statute.     One  statute  only  is  mentioned  in 
the  condition  of  the  bond  and  in  the  replication.     The 
terms  of  the  condition  require  an  order,  and  if  they  did 
not,  a  requisition  could  only  be  made  by  order.  {^Bayley,  J. 
Then  the  allegation  of  requisition  would  imply  an  order. 
If  the  party  were  present  in  Court,  and  were  requested  by 
all  the  justices  to  account,  would  not  that  be  sufficient? 
The  alternative  presented  by  the  condition  is,  "  by  the 
justices  assembled  at  any  quarter  sessions,  or  by  any  com- 
mittee of  the  said  magistrates  duly  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose."    Parke,  J.  If  the  plaintiff  assign  his  breach  in  the 
language  of  the  condition,  he  must  prove  an  order,  if  an 
order  be  necessary.]     In  Leneret  v.  Rivet  (a),  the  defend- 
ant, in  consideration  that  plaintiff  would  acquit  and  dis- 
charge one  Ogle  of  a  debt  due  from  Ogle  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  would  permit  him  to  carry  out  of  plaintiff's  house  cer^ 
tain  goods  of  Ogle's,  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  the  said  10/. 
at  such  a  day  ;  allegation  that  he  acquitted  and  discharged 
Ogle  of  the  said  10/.  debt,  and  suffered  him  to  carry  away 
said  goods;  but  defendant  had  not  paid  said  10/.     The 
declaration  was  held  insufficient,  for  not  shewing  how  the 
plaintiff  acquitted  Ogle,  which  could  not  be  without  deed, 
and  judgment  was  arrested.     [Parke,  J.  The  Court  would 
not  now  arrest  judgment  in  such  case.]    Here  it  is  only 
urged  as  ground  of  special  demurrer.     The   12  Geo.  £, 

(o)  Cro.  Jac.  503. 
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1829.  c.  29^  s.  6^  looks  to  an  order;  it  does  not  say  a  word  about 
a  committee.  The  words  of  the  condition  are,  **  by  any 
order  of  the  said  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  now  made,  or 
hereafter  to  be  made/'  [Bay ley,  J.  The  bond  wad  given 
when  the  defendant  was  appointed  to  the  office.  The 
order  now  made  cannot,  therefore,  refer  to  a  by-gooe  re- 
quisition to  account.  Parke,  J.  The  committee  might 
have  been  appointed  by  an  order  already  made.  There  is 
something  to  which  the  words  can  apply.  It  is,  therefore, 
more  reasonable  to  refer  these  words  to  the  next  antece- 
dent, namely,  the  appointment  of  the  committee.]  lo  the 
case  of  a  committee  it  is  equally  necessary  that  there  should 
be  an  order.  The  words  must  be  referred  to  the  order  to 
accountj  or  to  the  order  to  appoint  a  committee.  Except 
in  overseers'  accounts,  the  Court  have  no  power.  Her  v. 
Town$end{a),  [Bay ley,  J.  Cannot  they  make  an  order  to 
demand  ?]  The  party  must  be  called  upon  by  an  order; 
they  must  not  go  to  nisi  prius  in  doubt.  If  the  condition 
of  the  bond  be  larger  than  the  recital,  it  must  be  narrowed 
down  to  meet  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Here  the 
plaintifT  must  contend  to  enlarge  it  beyond  the  words. 
The  recital  speaks  of  an  appointment  to  the  office  of  trea- 
surer and  receiver  of  the  rates  and  assessments  made  for 
the  public  service  of  the  said  county.  Now  no  breach 
after  the  first  has  relation  to  any  sum  received  by  the  de- 
fendant as  county  treasurer,  with  reference  to  the  county 
rate ;  they  all  apply  to  the  militia  acts.  There  is  no  alle- 
gation of  the  receipt  of  a  shilling.  [Parke,  J.  Does  not 
the  act  direct  him  to  reimburse  himself  from  the  treasurer 
of  another  county?]  There  is  no  statute  which  requires 
the  performance  of  the  acts  required  by  this  record.  The 
defendant  has  no  means  of  recovering  this  sum.  The 
second  breach  alleges  Ihat  it  was  his  duty  te-idie  proceed- 
ings; the  third  that  it  was  his  duty  to  report;  the  fourth 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  transmit.  The  only  breach  which 
has  any  reference  to  the  second  bond  is  the  fifth.  The  duty 
(a)  1  Bott,  304,  5th  ed. 


Farr 
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Aiere  *stated  with  reference  to  the  statute  is  meant  to  be        1899. 
assigned,  under  43  Geo.  S,  c.  47,  s.  l6.     But  they  have 
not  assigned  a  breach  of  that  duty.     The  statute  directs  v. 

that  the  treasurer  shall,  under  certain  circumstances,  trans- 
mit accounts;  it  does  not  require  him  to  transmit  them 
signed.  [Parke,  J.  If  it  was  his  duty  to  deliver,  it  was  his 
duty  to  get  them  signed.  Bayley,  J.  If  the  duty  be  to 
deliver  or  transmit,  an  allegation  that  defendant  did  not 
transmit  is  insufficient.] 

Dampier,  contrd.     It  is  objected  that  duties  created  sub- 
sequently to  the  passing  of  the  first  act  are  not  within  the 
condition ;  and  it  is  contended  that  the  language  of  the  con- 
dition is  to  be  restrained  by  the  recital.     There  are  many 
cases  in  which  the  provisions  of  a  statute  have  been  held 
to   extend   to  subsequent   statutes.      The   provisions  of 
Magna  Charta,  with  reference  to  relief  of  dignities,  have 
been  held  to  extend  to  dukes  and  marquesses,  titles  intro- 
duced since  that  statute.    The  Statute  of  Gloucester  (a), 
which  gives  costs,  has  been  held  to  extend  to  actions  given 
by  subsequent  statutes,  2  Inst.  289-    The  Statute  of  Uses  (6) 
has  been  held  to  extend  to  devises,  which  were  introduced 
by  32  Hen.  8  (c).     18  Eliz.  c.  5,  which  gives  costs  to  de- 
fendants in  popular  actions,  extends  to  actions  upon  sub- 
sequent statutes  (d).     So  31  Eliz.  c.  5,  s.  2,  which  forbids 
the  oflFence  against  any  penal  statute  being  laid  in  any  other 
county  than  that  in  which  it  was  committed,  was  held  to 
extend  to  the  Pilot  Act,  52  Geo,  3,  c.  39,  Barber,  qui  tarn, 
V.  Tihon  (e).    So  an  assistant  overseer,    whose  office  is 
created  by  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  is  liable  to  the  penalty  enacted 
by  17  Geo.  2,  c.  3,  for  not  permitting  an  inspection  of  the 
poor  rate,  Bennett  v.  Edwards  (/).     So  Exchequer  bills  (g), 

(fl)  6  Edw.l.  c.  6.  (/)  1  M.&  R.  482;  7  B.  &C. 

{h)  27  Hen.  VIR.  c.  10.  686. 

(c)  Cap.  1.  (g)  See  proceedings  under  A^ 

(d)  WiUiamSj  qui  torn,  v.  Drewe^  Geo.  3,  c.  1,  to  obtain  pajfroent  of 
Willcs,  392.  a  lost  exchequer  bill.  Mnnn.  E.  P. 

(e)  3  M.  &  S.  429.  2nd  ed.  344. 
VOL.  IV.                                               E 
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18SS9.         though  created  long  after  the  act  for  erecting  die  post 
p  office,  were  held  to  be  within  the  protection  of  that  act, 

V.  Lanes.  Cotton  (a).     Security  is  not  required  by  12  Geo,2 

only,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  Court  should  confine  it 
to  that  act.     It  is  said  that  the  condition  merely  follows  the 
words  of  the  statute;  that  is  admitted;  but  the  words  «re 
so  large  that  they  would  be  used  in  bonds  given  under  olfer 
statutes.    The  defendant,  therefore,  has  no  rigbt  to  say  that 
he  is  deceived.     The  words  are  large  enough  to  Mffiy  to 
other  accounts.    If  the  plaintiOP  is  to  be  turned  round  when 
using  the  words  of  the  statute,  he  will  have  op  renedj. 
It  is  said  the  bond  can  be  only  taken  in  a  certain  form; 
there  is  no  law  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  binding  binir 
self.     By  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29^  the  treasurer  must  give  a  bond; 
but  there  is  no  statute  which  says  that  he  shall  not  give  a 
bond  for  other  purposes.     The  words  of  the  condition  are, 
according  to  the  statute,  in  the  singular  number ;  it  does  not 
limit  it  to  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29»  it  extends  to  statutes  which  do 
not  require  a  bond.     The  first  breach  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  militia  acts.    The  condition  follows  the  words  of 
the  statute,  FUnt  v.  Brandon  (6).    The  words  **  order  now 
made*'  can  only  extend  to  the  appointment  of  a  committee. 
The  bond  was  given  at  the  time  of  the  beginning  of  the 
defendant's  office,  before  any  money  had  been  received ;  the 
committee  may  have  been  then  in  existence,  or  may  have 
been  subsequently  appointed.  According  to  defendant's  con- 
struction he  might  be  made  to  account  for  money  received 
before  he  came  into  office.     As  to  the  objection  that  4he 
committee  was  not  duly  constituted,  the  plaintiff  has  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  committee,  as  required  to  be  made  in  a 
particular  way.    The  plaintiff  relies  upon  43  Geo.  3,  c.  47, 
6.  9}  which  provides,  "  that  every  such  weekly  aUawaoce 
to  be  paid  under  this  act  to  the  family  of  any  non-com- 
missioned officer  or  drummer,  shall  be  repaid  to  the  over- 
seer or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  tithing,  or  town- 
ship in  which  such  family  was  relieved,  by  the  treasurer  of 
the  county,  riding,  or  place  in  which  such  parish,  &c.,  is 
(a)  12  Mod.  485.  (6)  1  N  R.  73. 
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situated^  out  of  the  public  stock  thereof;  and  every  weekly         1829. 
allowance  which  shall  be  paid  to  the  family  of  any  non- 
commissioned officer,  8lc.«  In  any  other  county,  &c.,  than 
that  for  which  such  non-commissioned  officer,  &c.,  shall 
serve,  or  to  the  family  of  any  private  man  in  any  other 
parish,  &c.,  than  the  one  for  which  such  private  militia- 
man shall  serve,  shall  respectively  be  reimbursed  in  the 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned."     If  the  statute  had  merely 
used  the  term  *'  transmit/'  the  breach  would  have  been 
directly  assigned.     It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  get 
the  account  signed.     It  ought  to  have  been  pleaded.     It 
was  defendant's  duty  to  proceed  by  le^al  means  to  obtain 
reimbursement.      At  least  he  should  notify   to  the  jus- 
tices.    The  l^h  breach,  the  5th  to  the   first  bond,  is  on 
the    17th  section.     The   process   is   for  the  treasurer  to 
send  his  vouchers  received  from  foreign  treasurers  to  the 
Justices.     The    parish  now  enjoys    the   advantage  which 
ought  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  county.     This  breach  is  assigned 
in  the  words  of  the  statute.     The  other^breaches  are  by 
implication.     The  statute  says,  that  the  party  shall  be  pro- 
ceeded against,  but  does  not  say  by  the  treasurer.     [Bay- 
Uy,  J.  If  he  attempts  to  debit  the  county,  will  it  not  be  a 
sufficient  answer,  "  you  have  not  done  all  that  is  necessary"? 
This  will  bring  it  all  upon  the  first  breach.]     With  respect 
to  the  duties  and  trusts,  trusts  may  be  duties  of  strict  obli- 
gation.    The  principal  point  is,  whether  the  general  words 
are  reatrained  by  the  particular  words  of  the  recital.     The 
32  Hen,  8,  c.  34,  has  been  held  to  extend  to  the  grantee 
of  the  reversion  of  every  common  person,  though  the  king 
only  is  mentioned  in  the  preamble.     Co.  Litt.  215  (a). 
{Baykjf,  J.  The  words  "  according  to  the  .statute,"  apply 
to  "  sufficient  security."     The  sentence  may  be  transposed 
and  read  ^*  according  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
provided,  for  the  due  and  faithful  execution  of  the  trusts 
reposed  in  him."    The  doubt  is,  whether  the  condition 

(«)  Co.  lilt.  915  a.  first  resolution;  2  Tho.  Co.  Litt.  8a 
B  2 
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is  restricted  to  sums  received  by  him.  Well  and  truly 
account,  means  satisfy,  Topham  v.  Braddik  {a).  Contract 
are  not  to  be  construed  according  to  the  strict  letter,  but 
with  reference  to  the  general  scope  and  intention  of  the 
whole  instrument ;  Gale  v.  Reed  (b),  Howell  v.  Richards  (c). 
He  also  referred  to  The  King  v.  Hollond(d), 

E.  Laioes,  Seijt.,  in  reply.  Though  it  be  in  general  suf- 
ficient to  declare  in  the  words  of  the  covenant,  it  is  not  so 
where  the  intent  requires  that  the  allegation  should  be 
otherwise  framed.  Ho  remedy  is  stated.  If  before  the  act 
there  was  no  remedy  to  recover  against  the  treasurer  of  the 
other  county,  none  exists  now.  Here  is  an  enactment, 
but  no  means  of  enforcing  it;  but  the  bond  would  be  a 
means  of  enforcing  it.  No  means  are  provided  by  which 
the  treasurer  of  Hampshire  could  have  recovered.  There- 
fore there  is  no  breach  of  the  bond.  It  was  never  con- 
sidered within  the  bond.  The  cases  which  have  been 
cited  are  dissiiqilar  to  the  present.  Those  were  cases  upon 
statutes,  this  is  a  case  of  contract.  It  is  not  the  duty  of 
the  treasurer  to  attend  the  sessions ;  Com.  Dig.  J  ustices  (e). 
[BaylejfyS.  Whether  the  treasurer  is  bound  to  attend  the 
sessions  is  immaterial.]  The  Court  has  nothing  before  it 
which  shews  that  these  sums  were  included  in  the  accounts. 
[Bayley,  J«  It  should  have  been  replied,  that  they  were 
not  included.]  These  sums  may  have  been  lost  by  other 
means.  The  provision  may,  perhaps,  be  considered  ^l^ 
merely  directory. 

Bayley,  J.r— Upon  the  first  breach  assigned,  an  objec- 
tion was  taken  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  he  was 
not  required  to  account  by  an  order  of  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions.  It  is  therefore  necessary  to  look  at  the  lan- 
guage of  the  condition:  *^  shall  and  do  from  time  to  time, 

(o)  1  Taunt.  572.  (c)  11  East,  633. 

(6)  8  East,  80.    And  see  Albert         {d)  5  T.  R.  619. 
V.  He^e,  ante,  iii.  406.  («)  Sembk,  D.  7. 
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ivVienever  he  or  they  shall  be  thereunto  required  by  the 
justices  of  the  peace  assembled  at  any  general  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace  to  be  held  for  the  said  county,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  or  by  any  committee  of  the  said 
magistrates  duly  appointed  for  that  purpose."  Here  the 
defendant  makes  a  stop.  But  it  appears  to  us  that  that 
cannot  be  the  true  construction.  The  quarter  sessions 
have  the  power  of  requiring  by  order,  but  the  committee 
have  no  such  power.  The  subsequent  words,  therefore, 
refer  to  the  appointment  of  a  committee.  That  disposes 
of  the  objection  to  the  first  breach.  The  other  breaches^ 
are  framed  upon  the  militia  act.  They  charge  that  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  pay  under  the  militia  act,  and  that 
he  has  not  taken  proper  steps  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
reimbursement.  It  is  objected,  that  the  bond  being  given 
according  to  the  requisitions  of  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29.  it  does 
not  apply  to  the  duty  cast  on  the  treasurer  by  a  subsequent 
statute.  The  consequence  of  so  holding  would  be,  that 
the  security  given  by  the  treasurer  would  not  extend  to 
sums  levied  under  any  subsequent  acts,  but  must  be  con- 
fined to  money  levied  under  12  Geo,  2.  But  I  am  of  opi« 
nion  that  duties  imposed  upon  the  officer  between  the 
passing  of  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29>  and  the  date  of  the  bond,  come 
within  the  meaning  of  the  condition.  The  language  of  the 
bond  refers  to  the  time  when  it  was  dated.  If  it  were 
sought  to  charge  the  defendant  with  sums  imposed  after 
the  date  of  the  bond,  I  think  he  would  not  be  liable ;  but 
the  terms  of  the  condition  are  large  enough,  and  it  would 
be  quite  unreasonable  to  confine  the  operation  of  the  bond 
to  sums  received  under  the  first  act.  If  it  had  been 
meant  so  to  restrict  the  defendant's  liability,  it  would  have 
been  easy  to  confine  it  by  express  words  to  duties  cast 
upon  him  by  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29*  But  the  language  being 
general,  it  must  be  applied  to  all  sums  receivable  under 
his  office  of  treasurer  at  the  time  that  the  bond  was  given. 
The  word  "  trusts'*  is  here  equivalent  to  "  duties.^'  The 
9lh  section  of  43  Geo.  3,  c.  47,  directs,  '<  that  every  such 
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weekly  allowance  to  be  paid  under  this  act  to  the  familj  of 
any  non-comniissioned  officer  or  drummer,  shall  be  repaid 
to  the  overseer  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  &c. 
in  which  such  family  was  relieved ^  by  the  treasurer  of  the 
county,  &c.,  in  which  such  parish,  &c.,  is  situate,  out  of  the 
public  stock  thereof;  and  every  weekly  allowance  which 
shall  be  so  paid  to  the  family  of  any  non-commissioned 
officer  or  drummer  in  any  other  county,  8cc.,  than  that  for 
which  such  non-commissioned  officer  or  drummer  shall 
serve,  or  the  family  of  any  private  man  in  any  other  parish, 
&c.,  than  the  one  for  which  such  private  militia-man  shall 
serve,  shall  respectively  be  reimbursed  in  the  manner  here- 
inafter mentioned."  Then  the  l6th  section  directs,  "  that 
every  such  treasurer  who  shall  reimburse  to  any  such  over- 
seer or  overseers  as  aforesaid  any  sum  or  sums  of  mdney, 
in  pursuance  of  this  act,  on  account  of  any  such  weekly 
allowance  paid  to  the  family  of  any  non-commissioned 
officer  or  drummer,  or  any  private  militia-man  serving  in 
the  militia  of  any  other  county,  riding  or  division,  shall 
deliver  or  transmit  an  account  of  such  money  as  he  shall 
have  so  reimbursed  as  aforesaid,  signed  by  one  or  more 
justices,  8cc.,  for  the  county,  &c.,  where  such  family  shall 
dwell,  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  Scc^  in  the  militia 
whereof  such  non-commissioned  officer,  8cc.,  shall  serve; 
and  thereupon  the  treasurer,  to  whom  such  account  shall 
have  been  delivered  or  transmitted  as  aforesaid,  shall  forth- 
with pay  to  the  treasurer  who  shall  have  so  delivered  or 
transmitted  such  account,  the  sum  or  sums  so  by  him 
reimbursed  to  such  overseer  or  overseers,  and  shall  be 
allowed  the  same  in  his  accounts/'  The  53d  Geo,  3>  c.81, 
imposes  a  penalty  of  50/.  in  case  of  neglect  by  county  trea- 
surers to  repay  to  the  treasurers  of  other  counties,  in  cases 
where  repayment  is  directed  to  be  made,  within  two  months 
after  the  expiration  of  three  months.  The  second  and 
third  breaches  describe  it  as  a  duty  of  the  treasurer  to 
deliver  or  transmit  accounts;  but  there  being  no  direction 
in  any  of  the  acts  that  the  treasurer  should  take  upon  him* 
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«eir  a  burthen  which  rnu^t  be  attended  with  some  degree 
of  expense^  we  are  of  opinion  that  those  breaches  are  not 
well  assigned.  With  respect  to  the  fourth  breach,  we  ar^ 
of  opinion  that  it  is  not  well  assigned.  Looking  at  the 
language  of  the  statute,  the  duty  of  transmitting  is  clearly 
pointed  out.  The  duty  of  notifying  and  reporting  is  not 
pointed  out.  When  the  treasurers'  accounts  are  examined, 
if  it  appears  that  the  money  has  not  been  paid,  you  may 
proceed  bj  way  of  action,  or  enforce  the  penalty.  Another 
objection  to  this  breach  is,  that  it  is  not  stated  what  inter- 
val elapsed  between  the  neglect  complained  of  and  the 
holding  of  the  sessions;  and  we  think  it  ought  to  have  been 
alleged  that  there  was  a  reasonable  interval.  The  fifth 
breach,  it  appears  to  me,  may  very  well  be  sustained,  for 
the  aon^performance  of  the  duty  imposed  by  the  17th  sec- 
tion. The  sixth  and  seventh  breaches  are  the  same  as  the 
second  and  third,  and  cannot,  therefore,  I  think,  be  sup- 
ported, for  the  reasons  already  given.  The  observations 
upon  the  fourth  breach  apply  to  the  eighth  and  ninth.  The 
ninth,  tenth,  and  eleventh  breaches  are  open  to  one  of  the 
objections  taken  to  the  fourth.  The  twelfth  breach  is  in- 
suflici^Qt,  because  the  statute  does  not  direct  that  the  trea- 
surer is  to  cause  the  order  to  be  made.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  first  and  fifth  breaches  are  well  assigned, 
but  that  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  other 
breaches. 

IsiTTLEDAhE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opipion.  Trusts 
lic^e  i^re  t)ae  same  as  duties^  and  the  question  is,  whether 
tk^  bond  extends  to  trusts  or  duties  cast  on  the  county 
treasurer  aince  tb?  passing  of  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29,  and  before 
the  execttlipp  of  tb^  bond.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bond 
^^^nds  to  tke  new  duties.  Cases  have  been  cited  for  the 
pjaintiff  in.»Mpport  of  this  construction;  to  which  may  be 
^dded  Wilk&s  y.  Williams  (a).  In  that  case  the  defendant 
pleaded  bis  privilege  as  an  officer  of  the  High  Court  of 

(a)  8T.R.  631. 
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Chancer]^,  but  did  not  allege  that  bis  office,  which  was 
that  of  tipstaff,  was  an  ancient  office.  It  was  held  that 
new\y  created  offices  were  within  the  prescriptive  privilege. 
Suppose  a  per-centage  had  been  given  upon  all  sums  paid, 
the  treasurer  would  not  have  been  confined  to  sums  received 
ander  the  first  act;  so  he  ought  to  bear  the  additional 
duties.  I  think  an  order  of  sessions  was  not  necessaiy. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  words  '*  by  anj  order  of  the 
said  court  of  quarter  sessions''  relate  to  the  requisitiou 
to  account,  or  to  the  constitution  of  the  committee.  The 
rule  fs  to  give  effect  to  all  the  words,  if  possible.  If 
the  request  was  to  be  made  by  an  order  of  courts  it  could 
not  be  made  by  an  order  of  the  committee.  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  words  apply  to  the  constitution  of  the  committee. 
It  was  not  necessary  that  the  justices  should  be  assembled  ia 
Court.  In  the  Common  Pleas  every  thing  is  said  tc  be  done 
"  by  the  justices,"  not  by  the  Court.  The  fifth  breach  I  also 
think  good,  for  the  reason  stated  by  my  brother  Bayky. 
The  other  breaches  I  think  not  good.  If  the  defendant 
did  not  do  what  was  expected  from  him,  he  might  be 
turned  out  of  his  office ;  but  the  not  transmittiitg  the  ac- 
counts did  not  subject  him  to  indictment,  or  create  a  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  bond.  He  was  not  bound  to  incur 
expense. 

Parke,  J. — I  concur  in  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  first  and  fifth  breaches.  I  think 
that  the  order  mentioned  in  the  condition  cannot  refer  to 
all  the  preceding  branches  of  the  sentence ;  it  can  have  no 
reference  to  the  request  to  account;  it  must  apply  to  the 
appointment  of  the  committee.  If  there  ought  to  have 
been  an  order  of  sessions,  then  it  is  implied  in  the  words 
of  the  breach,  and  such  an  order  must  be  proved  on  the 
trial  of  an  issue  taken  upon  this  breach.  It  is-not  neces* 
sary  now  to  say  whether  such  proof  could  be  required. 
The  bond  applies  to  trusts  and  duties  created  subsequently. 
to  12  Geo,  2,  c.  29.     Upon  the  twelfth  breach  the  plaintiff 
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reViea  on  43  Geo.  3,  c.  47,  s.  9  &  16.  The  recital  in  the 
condition  of  the  bond  is  ambiguous.  The  words  **  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute/'  may  apply  either  to  the 
bond  or  to  the  duties.  "  Trusts  reposed  in  him,''  are 
duties  cast  upon  the  county  treasurer  by  law  at  the  time 
the  bond  is  given.  The  statute  does  not  point  out  what  is 
to  be  done  by  the  treasurer  in  order  to  obtain  reimburse- 
ment. It  imports  no  obligation  to  commence  an  action  or 
to  give  notice  at  the  next  sessions.  AH  that  we  can  say  is, 
that  he  ought  to  use  due  diligence.  These  breaches  appear 
to  me  to  be  assigned  in  too  precise  terms.  The  fifth  breach  ' 
to  the  first  bond  is  expressly  laid.  The  twelfth  breach 
would  have  been  properly  assigned  if  it  had  negatived  both 
branches. 

L<iTTLCDALB,  J. — With  respcct  to  the  recital  in  the  con- 
dition, the  words  would  have  been  "  by  virtue  of  the  statute/' 
and  not  '*  according  to  the  statute/'  if  the  obligation  had 
been  limited  to  trusts  created  previously  to  1^  Geo.  2,  c.29* 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  fifth 
breaches  assigned  on  the  first  bond,  and  for  the 
defendant  on  the  residue. 


John  Doe,  on  the  joint  and  several  demises  of  the  Rev. 
Henry  Delves  Broughton  and  Daniel  William 
Stow,  r.  John  Gulley. 

THIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  tried  at  the  Spring  A  term  created 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Surrey,  in  the  year  1828,  before  bJn"'before"57 
Burroughs  J.  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  Geo.  3,  c.  99, 

subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case : —  oTchai^inghis 

rectory  with 
an  aonaity,  may  be  legally  assigned  since  that  act  to  a  person  who  advances  a  sum  for 
the  redemption  of  the  annuity. 

So,  though  the  rector  be  a  party  to  the  assignment,  and  by  the  same  instrument  at- 
tempts to  subject  the  rectory  to  the  repayment  not  only  of  that  sum,  but  also  of  other 
-Vnoneys  then  and  previously  advanced  to  him  by  the  assignee. 
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189D.  On  10th  August,  1 8 1 1 ,  the  Rev.  Bryan  Brougkton  became 

rector  of  Long  Dittoii^  Surrey ;  and  being  such  rector,  by 
an  indenture  bearing  date  6  January,  1814,  made  between 
him  and  William  Bonnell  Jatnes^  in  consideration  of  600/., 
he  granted  to  James  an  annuity  of  88Z.  7s»  for  the  term  of 
99  years,  if  JB.  Broughton  should  so  long  live,  charged  upon 
the  rectory  of  Long  Ditton,  with  the  usual  power  of  distress 
and  clause  of  repurchase,  and  with  covenants  on  the  part  of 
B.  Broughion  that  the  rectory  should  continue  subject  to 
the  annuity  as  long  as  it  was  unpaid,  and  that  he  would 
not  resig^n  without  the  consent  of  James>  And  for  better 
securing  the  said  annuity,  B.  Broughtoa  did  grant,  bargaiii« 
sell,  and  assign  to  James,  all  the  rectory  of  the  parish  and 
parish  church  of  Long  Ditton,  and  the  glebe  lands,  tithes, 
oblations,  obventions,  and  other  the  rights,  members  and 
appurtenances  thereof:  To  bold  the  same  to  James,  bis 
executors  8cc.,  from  the  day  next  before,  &c.  for  the  term 
of  100  years  then  next  ensuing,  if  B.  Broughton  should  so 
long  live  and  continue  to  be  rector  of  the  said  rectory,  with- 
out impeachment  of  waste,  so  far  as  the  said  B.  Broughton 
could  grant  that  privilege :  U  pon  trust  for  the  better  securing 
to  James,  his  executors,  &.c.  the  due  and  regular  payment  of 
the  annuity.  Which  deed  was  indorsed  as  follows:  (Here 
the  indorsement  was  set  out.)  By  a  certain  other  indenture, 
bearing  date  1  June,  1815,  made  between  the  same  parties, 
with  alike  indorsement  thereon  as  to  the  inrolment,in  con- 
sideration of  1000/.  B,  Broughton  granted  to  James  another 
annuity  of  1 5 1/.  for  the  like  term  of  99  years,  if  B,  Broughton 
should  so  long  live,  charged  upon  the  said  rectory,  witb 
the  like  clauses,  powers  and  provisions  as  in  the  ipdeoture 
of  6  January,  1814.  And  for  better  securing  the  last  men- 
tioned annuity,  and  in  consideration  of  10s.  B.  Brovgh- 
ton  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  demise  to  James,  all  the 
rectory  and  premises  contained  in  the  before  mentioned 
indenture  of  5  January,  1814  :  To  hold  the  same  from  the 
day  next  before,  &c.  for  the  term  of  100  years,  if  J5. 
Broughton  should  so  long  live  and  continue  to  be  rector  of 
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the  said   rectory :   Upon  trust  for  better  securing  the  said 
last  inentioned  annuity.     By  a  certain  other  indenture,  bear-' 
ing  date  26  October,  18)6,  and  made  between  the  said 
parties^  with  a  like  indorseinent  thereon  as  to  the  inrol- 
ment,  in  consideration  of  400/.,  B,  Broughton  granted  to 
James  another  annuity  of  60/.,  for  the  term  of  99  years,  if 
B.  Broughton  should  so  long  live,  charged  upon  the  said 
rectory.     And  for  better  securing  the  same,  B.  Broughton 
did  ratify  and  confirm  to  James^  his  executors.  Sec,  all  the 
said  rectory  and  premises  particularly  described  in  the  be^ 
fore  mentioned  indentures :  To  hold  the  same  for  the  residue 
and  remainder  of  the  term  of  100  years  granted  by  the  in- 
denture of  1  June,  1815:  Upon  further  trust  for  securing 
the  Idst  mentioned  anndity  of  60/.     No  proof  was  given  of 
the  inrolmeut  of  the  memorials  of  the  three  several  annuities 
further  than  the  indorsements  upon  the  deeds  as  before 
mentioned.    These  annuities  being  unredeemed,  and  the 
terms  created  for  securing  them  being  still  subsisting,  by  an 
indenture  bearing  date  26  May,  1820,  and  made  between 
B,  Broughton  of  the  first  part,  James  of  the  second  part, 
and  William  Robert  Broughton  of  the  third  part,  reciting 
the  indentures  of  6  January,  1814,  1  June,  1815,  and  26 
Oct.  1816;  and  that  B.  Broughton  was  indebted  to  W.  R. 
Broughton  in  the  sum  of  1000/.  secured  by  three  bonds, 
dated  respectively,  &c.,  and  in  the  sum  of  1000/.  lent  by 
fV.  R.  Broughton  to  B.  Broughton  on,  &c.,  for  which  no 
specific  security  had  been  given ;  and  that  IV.  R.  Broughton 
bad  agreed  to  lend  B.  Broughton  the  further  sum  of  3,500/., 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  redeem  the  annuities,  and  (of  his 
other  occasions,  in  consideration  of  2000/.  paid  to  James, 
of  dOOO/.  due  to  fV.  R.  Broughton,  and  of  1,500/.  advanced 
tod  paid  to  B.  Broughton^  making  together  5,500/.,  James, 
at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  B.  Broughton,  did 
bargain,  sell  and  assign  unto  fV.  R.  Broughton,  his  execu- 
tors, &c.,  all  the  said  sums  of  600/.,  1000/.,  and  400/.,  the 
purchase  money  of  the  said  three  annuities ;   and  for  the 
considerations  aforesaid,  James  did  bargain,  sell,  and  assign. 
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and  B.  Broughton  did  grants  bargain,  sell  and  assign,  ratify 
and  confirm  unto  W.  J2.  Brtmghton,  all  the  said  rectory 
of  the  said  church  of  Long  Ditton,  and  the  messuage  or 
tenement  and  rectory  house^  glebe  lands,  tithes,  oblations, 
&Cv  arising,  &c. :  To  hold  the  same  unto  W.  R,  Broughton 
from  thenceforth  for  and  during  all  the  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  the  said  term  of  100  years  if  B.  Broughton 
should  so  long  live  and  continue  incumbent,  subject  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption  and  reassignment  of  the  terms  upon 
payment  of  5,500/.  and  interest  on  26  November,  1820. 
W.  R.  Broughton  died  17  March,  1821,  having  by  his  will 
and  codicil,  duly  proved  in,  &c.,  on  8cc.,  appointed  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  his  executors. 

The  several  deeds  mentioned  in  the  case  will  be  in  Court, 
and  either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  them. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the 
statutes  of  13  Eliz.  c.  20,  and  57  Geo. 3,  c.29,  s.  I, operated 
so  as  so  vitiate  the  deed  of  26  May,  1820,  and  preclude  the 
plaintiff,  as  lessee  of  H.  D.  Broughton  and  D.  H.  Stow, 
from  recovering;  and  generally,  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action. 

Thesiger,  for  the  plaintiff.  This  case  divides  itself  into 
three  several  heads.  First,  as  to  the  effect  of  ISth  Eliz, 
c.  20.  Secondly,  as  to  the  extent  to  which  57  Geo, 
S,  c.  99«  operates  with  regard ,  to  that  statute.  Thirdly, 
whether  the  term  created  by  the  deed  of  10  August,  1811, 
could  be  lawfully  assigned  after  the  repeal  of  43  Geo,  S, 
c.  84.  Supposing  the  term  to  have  been  well  created  when 
43  Geo.3,  c.  84,  was  in  force,  the  question  will  be,  whether 
it  is  not  invalidated  by  57  Geo.  3,  c.  99^  If  so,  the  interest 
remains  in  the  trustees.  The  objection  is,  that  the  transaction 
was  concocted  with  a  view  to  defeat  an  act  of  parliaooent. 
The  13  Eliz.  does  not  apply  to  all  charges  indiscriminate^, 
but  to  certain  indirect  dealings  between  patrons  and  in« 
cumbents.  The  words  of  the  statute  are,  '*  that  all  leases, 
gifts,  grants,  feoffments,  conveyances  or  estates,  to  be  made. 
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had,  done,  or  suffered  by  any  master  and  fellows,  &c.  other  J829. 
than  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  or  three  lives,  shall 
be  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect  to  all  intents,  construc- 
tions and  purposes."  In  Burn's  Ecclesiastical  Law,  title 
Leases,  it  is  said,  that  this  statute  was  intended  to  prevent 
corrupt  bargains  between  patron  and  clerk;  it  being  at 
that  time  a  practice  for  patrons  to  get  some  unworthy 
clergyman  to  take  institution  to  their  vacant  benefices, 
upon  condition  of  having  leases  of  those  benefices  made 
to  themselves  at  very  low  rates  (a).  So  in  Mou^s  v. 
Leake  (6),  Lord  Kent/on  says,  that  the  reason  of  making 
the  act  was,  that  in  former  times,  the  patron  sometimes 
presented  a  needy  incumbent,  who,  being  content  to  take 
the  living  on  any  terms,  agreed  to  grant  leases  in  favour  of 
the  patron  himself  (c).  It  is  probable  also,  that  it  was  usual 
to  agree  that  the  living  should  be  charged  with  a  pension. 
The  second  branch  of  the  statute  is  directed  to  this.  The 
provisions  of  13  Eliz.c,  20,  were  not,  however,  found  to  be 
sufficient,  and  another  statute  was  necessary.  By  14  Eliz^ 
c.  1 1,  8. 15,  it  was  therefore,  after  reciting  "  that  sundry  evilly 
disposed  persons  had  defrauded  the  true  meaning  of  the 
said  statute,  by  bonds  and  covenants  of  suffering  other 
persons  to  enjoy  ecclesiastical  livings  and  the  fruits  thereof, 
for  that  such  bonds  and  covenants  were  not  in  law  taken  to 
be  leases,  although  they  indeed  amounted  to  so  much,"  it  is 
enacted,  *'  that  all  bonds,  contracts,  promises  and  covenants 

{a)  Vol.  i.  656,  quarto  edit.;  incumbents,    to    whom   they  as- 

Tol.  ii.    394,  octavo  edit,  citing  signed  a  small  portion  of  the  value 

Johns.  131.  of  the  tithes,  (una  pequena  cota 

(h)  8  T.  R.  415.  de  la  renta  de  los  diezmos,)  taking 

(0  A  similar  abuse  appears  to  the  rest  for  themselves." — Hist.de 

hare  prevailed  in  Spain  about  two  £sp.  lib.  xviii.  cap.  13.    The  un- 

ceoturies  earlier.    Mariaua  says,  settled  state  of  the  country,  result- 

**  The  Castilian    lords,    availing  ing  from  the  introduction  of  the 

themselres  of  the  confusion  of  the  then  spurious,  but  now  legitimate 

times,  had  gotten  possession  of  the  dynasty  of  Trastamara,  (ante,  vol. 

churches,  under  the   pretence   of  iii.  199,  n.)  appears  to  have  been 

jntronagc.    They  placed  and  re-  the  cause  of  these  irregularities. 

^oved  at  their  pleasure  hireling 
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1889.        hereafter  to  be  made,  for  assurance  of  any  lease  thereto- 
^"^^"^^^      fore  made,  shall  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes  adjudged 
V,  of  such  force  and  validity,  and  not  otherwise,  as   leases  by 

Gully.  ^[^^  same  persons  made  of  such  benefices  and  ecclesiastical 
promotions  with  cure."  With  reference  to  these  statutes, 
the  object  of  the  legislature  was,  not  to  prevent  the  ilpppve^ 
ishment  of  the  living,  but  to  prevent  corrupt  dealing  be- 
tween the  patron  and  the  incumbent.  It  may  be  said  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  first  branch  applies  to  all  leases, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  construction  to  be  put  on  other 
branches  of  the  statute  must  be  as  alleged.  It  was  the  inten- 
tion of  Ihe  legislature  to  make  non-residence  for  eighty  days 
conclusive  evidence  of  a  corrupt  agreement.  It  may  be  said, 
that  the  words  are  general,  and  it  is  usual  to  recite  parti- 
cular mischiefs.  The  answer  to  that  argument  is  what  is 
said  in  Render  v.  Fogassa  (a),  that  statutes  are  to  be  con- 
strued according  to  the  minds  of  the  makers,  and  should 
ext^nd  only  to  such  agreements  as  they  intended.  This 
point  has  never  been  decided.  It  was  alluded  to  in  Doei, 
Rogers  v.  Mears  {b)  and  Mouys  v.  Leake  (c).  The  former 
case  is  referred  to  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  marginal  note  in 
Mouys  v.  Leake,  which  states  broadly^  that  the  grant  of  a 
rent  charge  by  a  rector  or  vicar  out  of  his  benefice  is  void 
by  l3EUz.c.9.0;  whereas  Lord  Kenyon  expressly  avoi4ed 
giving  any  ppinion  upon  ths^t  point.  The  14  Eliz.  wa?  never 
alluded  to.  A  consideration  of  this  statute  would  probably 
have  induced  the  Court  to  hold  the  grant  valid.  It  would 
be  good  whilst  the  rector  was  resident.  Doe  v.  Mears  was 
the  case  of  a  lease  void  for  non-residence.  The  Courtdecided 
^the  case  upon  that  point,  though  the  facts  invited  a  decision 
on  the  other  point.  It  must  be  admitted,  that  the  first  clause 
of  13  Elh.  c.  20,  s.  15,  applies  to  all  leases,  but  the  clause 
that  leases  should  be  void  as  soon  as  they  come  to  any  pos- 
session or  use,  other  than  for  the  maintenance  of  ecclesias* 
tical  ministers,  is  repealed  by  14  £/sz.  c.  11,  s.  14.    This 

(fl)  Plowd .  10,  (by  Sande«,Serit.  (6)  Cowp.  l  ed. 

arguendo.)  (r)  8  T.  R.  41 1. 
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lease  being  voidable  only,  and  not  void,  cannot  be  avoided 
by  a  stranger.     Humphreston's  catte  (a).    The  same  point 
was  conceded  in  Doe  d.  Cates  v.  SomervUle  (b),  in  which 
Co.  Litt.  45  a.  was  referred  to«  where  Lord  Coke  expressly 
says,  that  grants,  leases,  &c.  not  warranted  by  these  acts 
are  not  void,  but  good  against  the  lessor,  for  the  statute 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  successor.     If  that  passage 
had  borne  out  the  proposition,  there  was  an  end  of  the 
question.     If  the  lease  were  absolutely  void,  the  incumbent 
might  take  advantage  of  it.     In  Frogmorton  v.  Scott  (c)  it 
was  held,  tliat  the  rector  himself,  and  in  Doe  v.  Barber  (d) 
that  a  mere  wrong-doer,  might  take  advantage  of  the  non- 
residence  of  the  lessor.     It  is  therefore^  perhaps,  too  late  to 
contend  that  the  lease  is  voidable  only.     But  the  statute 
only  applies  to  corrupt  dealings  with  the  patron ;  and  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  is  to  be  regarded.     [Parke,  J. 
The  preamble  relates  to  both.     Bayley^  J.  The  preamble 
would  over-ride  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute.     Parke,  J. 
You  ai^ue  Uiat  a  lease  of  lands  of  the  value  of  oQQ/  a  year 
for  5L  could  not  be  avoided  if  the  lessor  were  resident.] 
It  must  go  to  that.    The  second  point  is  as  to  the  extent  to 
which  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  operates.     That  act,  after  re- 
citing the  acts  of  Henry  8,  and  Elizabeth,  and  44  Geo.  3, 
repeals  so  much  of  those  acts  as  relates  to  spiritual  per- 
sons holding  of  farms,  and  to  leases  of  benefices  and  livings, 
and  to  buying  and  selling,  and  to  residence  of  spiritual  per- 
sons oo  their  benefices ;  and  the  question  is^  whether  that 
part   is   left   subsisting    which   relates  to  cbargfing.      In 
one  instance,  viz.  that  of  28  Hen.  8,  c.  13,  the  statute  con- 
tains no  provisions  but  what  are  repealed  by  57  Geo.  3,  c. 
99«  although  the  recital  does  not  in  words  state  that  that 
statute  is  repealed  altogether.     [Bayley,  3.  A  distinction  is 
made  in  this  very  clause  between  the  repeal  of  the  whole 
and  of  part  of  a  statute.]    The  same  difficulty  occurs  with 
respect  to  the    statute  of  14  Eliz.  c.  20.     The  words 

(a)  2  Leon.  218.  (c)  3  East,  467. 

(6)  6  B.  &  C.  130.  (d)  3  T.  R.  749. 
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1829.  of  the  13  Eliz.  c.  20,  are  very  extraordinary,  treating  the  rent 
reserved  upon  the  leases  as  a  charge  upon  the  Uviog. 
[Parke,  J.  The  statute  may  have  meant  that  the  rent,  being 
less  advantageous  than  the  possession,  virould  operate  as  a 
charge.  Bayley,  J.  The  13  Eliz.  c.  20,  relates  to  leases 
and  also  to  charges.  The  57  Geo>  3,  repeals  only  wbt 
relates  to  leases,  and  leaves  the  prohibition  as  to  charges 
in  force.  In  Doe  v.  Somerville  it  was  taken  for  granted 
that  the  statute  of  £/t2.  continued  as  to  charges.  With 
respect  to  the  third  point,  the  legality  of  the  assignment, 
the  Court  will'  not  look  beyond  the  legal  estate.  Sup- 
posing the  term  to  have  been  well  created,  then  if  James 
had  kept  it  on  his  own  hands  it  would  have  been  available, 
notwithstanding  the  intervening  statute.  It  was  competent 
to  James  to  deal  with  the  term  as  he  pleased,  and  be  as- 
signed to  the  trustees.  The  estate  is  in  some  one,  and 
James  has  assigned  all  the  interest  which  he  possessed. 
The  living  is  not  in  a  worse  situation  by  reason  of  the 
assignment.  The  validity  of  the  assignment  will  be  pre- 
sumed. Doe  d.  Griffin  v.  Mason  (a).  Doe  d.  Letcis  v. 
Bingham  (6).] 

Chitty,  contrsL,  was  directed  by  the  Court  to  confine  him- 
self to  the  last  point.  The  annuities  were  redeemed,  and 
there  was  a  charge  by  way  of  mortgage,  for  money  lent  for 
his  other  occasions,  and  the  assignment  is  in  consideration 
of  2,000/.  paid  to  James,  2,000/.  due  to  W.  R.  Broughton, 
and  of  1,500  advanced  to  B.  Broughton.  Of  these  sums, 
3,500/.  were  a  new  charge  upon  the  living.  [Parke,  J.  If 
the  annuities  were  redeemed,  there  would  in  a  proper  sense 
be  nothing  to  assign.  James  was  supposed  to  have  the 
whole  interest  in  him.]  If  the  security  is  void  by  the  statute 
for  a  part,  it  is  void  in  toto.  Robinson  \.  Bland  (c).  By  giv- 
ing effect  to  this  instrument  the  object  of  the  statute  would 
be  defeated.  If  the  whole  estate  vested,  it  would  give  the 
mortgagee  an  advantage  by  compelling  the  party  to  go  into 

(fl)  3  Campb.  7.  (W  4  B.  &  A.  C72.  (c)  2  Burr.  1080. 
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equity.  The  instrumeDt  mvLsi,  therefore^  be  void  in  all  .1829. 
Courts.  It  appears  by  Burn  (d),  that  the  statute  was  in  fur- 
therance of  the  canon.  If  the  action  had  been  brought  on 
the  demise  of  James,  there  would  have  been  no  answer,  be- 
cause the  annuities  were  not  redeemed,  and  there  was  no 
clause  of  cesser.  But  if  the  assignment  be  void  in  part,  it 
is  void  in  toto.  [Bay/ey,  J.  That  is  so  when  the  object  of 
the  conveyance  is  malum  in  se.]  The  object  of  the  as- 
signment was  to  afford  the  means  of  charging  the  livings 
which  is  malum  in  se.  It  enables  the  incumbent  to  anti- 
cipate his  revenue;  whereas  inability  to  make  such  an 
assignment  would  render  the  incumbent  more  prudent,  and 
keep  him  to  his  annual  income.  ILUtledakf  J.  Suppose 
you  strip  the  transaction  of  the  loan  by  W.  R,  BroiJtghton  to 
JB»  Broughlon;  W.  R.  Broughton  says  he  is  ready  to  advance 
the  amount  required  for  the  purpose  of  redeeming  the  an- 
nuities, provided  he  can  have  security.  Then  itjs  a  benefit 
to  B,  Broughton  to  get  rid  of  the  annuities.  If  that  were 
the  whole  transaction,  could  you  have  impeached  it  ?  Surely 
that  could  be  done.]  Here  3,500/.  more  was  advanced. 
It  is  submitted,  that  this  could  not  be  done,  it  would  be  a 
new  charge.  [Bayley,  J.  Yet  can  it  be  said  that  the  old 
charge  remained  (except  at  your  option  ?  Parke,  J.  You  say 
the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  convert  the  annuity  into  a 
mortgage,  and  that  the  assignment  is  invalid,  because  the 
object  was  to  support  a  charge  void  by  the  act.  But  the 
charge  is  entirely  in  a  new  shape^  a  mortgage  instead  of  an 
annuity.] 

TAesigCTf  in  reply.  In  one  of  two  ways  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled.  The  annuities  were  either  kept  alive  or  redeemed. 
If  they  were  not  redeemed,  it  is  admitted  that  they  were  a 
valid  charge  upon  the  living.  If  they  are  redeemed,  the 
plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled,  because  he  so  far  discharged  the 
living.  It  is  said,  that  the  addition  of  the  3,500/.  makes  all 
the  difference.     In  the  late  cases  collected  in  the  note  to 

(a)  Burn*9  Eccl.Law. 
VOL.  IV.  S 


258  CASES  IN  THE  KING's  BENCH, 

■1889.        Butler V.  fVigge{a)  it  is  settled  that,  unless  the  act  expresslj 
declares  that  all  securities  and  instruments  which  contain 
matters  contrary  to  the  act  shall  be  absolutely  void,  so 
much  only  of  such  securities  and  instruments  as  is  contrary 
to  the  act  will  be  avoided,  and  the  rest  will  stand  good. 
[Bayley,  J.  In  Greenwood  v.  The  Bishop  of  London  {b)  it 
was  held,  that  as  the  statutes  contained  no  express  provi* 
sion  for  avoiding  simoniacal  conveyances,  they  are  left  to 
the  operation  of  the  common  law,  which  will  reject  the 
illegal  part,  and  leave  the  rest  untouched  if  they  can  be 
liurly  separated.     Suppose  no  further  advance  of  moaej 
had  taken  place ;  by  converting  the  security  into  a  nu)rt* 
gage  payable  at  a  certain  time,  the  mortgagee  might  take 
the  whole.     Lktledale,  J.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  2000(. 
could  not  be  raised  by  way  of  mortgage ;  the  only  question 
is,  whether  the  term  could  be  assigned  as  if  it  had  been 
assigned  in  consideration  of  5s.,  and  no  more.     An  assign** 
ment  of  the  whole  estate  entitles  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
to  have  the  profits  to  the  same  extent  that  the  assignor  could 
have  taken  them,  and  only  kept  alive  so  much  of  the  charge 
as  the  annuity  would  extend  to.     It  is  incumbent  on  the 
defendant  to  show  that  there  was  no  memorial*    The  legal 
estate  was  in  James,  and  could  not  be  got  out  of  him  with- 
out going  into  a  court  of  equity. 

Cur.  adv.  vuft. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  given  by 

Bayley,  J.,  who,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  pro- 
ceeded thus :  Three  annuities,  amounting  together  to  299^ 
.7s.,  were  chained  upon  this  rectory  during  a  period  when 
the  statute  of  13  Eliz.  c.  20  stood  repealed  by  43  Geo.  3,  c.84. 
Before  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  26  May,  1820,  the  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  84,  and  part  of  the  13  Eliz.  c.  20,  were  repealed  by 
57  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  the  effect  of  which  latter  enactment  was 
to  remove  so  much  of  the  statute  of  Eliz.  as  was  not  again 
(fl)  1  Wms.  Sauiid.  06,  (c/).       (ft)  5  Taunton,  727;  l  Marshall,  «S. 
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repealed  by  57  Geo.  3,  c.  99.  If  the  deed  of  1820  ,had 
simply  created  a  new  charge  upon  the  rectory Jt  would  have 
been  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  statute  of  Eliz. 
applied  to  annuities  granted  for  a  valuable  consideration  (a). 
Bat  here,  so  far  as  concerns  the  assignment  of  the  term 
upon  which  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  stands^  no 
new  chaise  is  created.  It  was  an  assignment  of  the  rectory 
by  James,  confirmed  by  B,  Broughton,  and  accompanied 
with  an  assignment  by  James  of  the  purchase  moneys  of  the 
three  annuities ;  the  amount  of  which  was  afterwards  to 
remain  at  five  per  cent.  If  the  term  constituted  a  valid 
security  for  the  annuities,  it  would  be  equally  so  for  the 
common  interest  of  five  per  cent,  which  has  been  substituted 
for  the  annuity  interest.  By  the  assignment,  which  to  this 
extent  is  merely  a  continuation  of  the  old  charge,  the  legal 
estate  passed  to  W.  R.  Broughton,  whose  executors  are 
iherefore  entitled  to  maintain  this  ejectment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  That  question  has  since  been  decided  in  the  affirmative.    See 
Shaw  V.  Priichard,  pott. 


Taylor,  Gent.,  one,  8cc.  v,  Watson  and  another.  Gents., 

two,  8cc. 

Ass  U  MPSIT.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated.  An  undertak- 
that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise  costs^o?the  * 

&c.  a  certain  suit  had  been  prosecuted  and  was  then  pend*  plaintiff's  at- 

...      ,    ^        ,      .  ,  .  .     T^  ^      t  torneyinan 

ing  m  the   Kmg  s  Bench,  m  which  Duncan  (jrranam  was  action  still 

plaintiff,  and  William  Chrystie  and  Simon  Taylor  were  de-  pen^.>°g» »? 
r  *  J  J     ^  consideration 

feodants,  and  wherein  the  said  D.  Graham  had  impleaded  that  the  plain- 
the  said  W.  Chrystie  and  S.  Taylor  on  certain  promises  [jj|^  ^Ins^nt ''of 
and  undertakings  of  the  said  W,  Chrystie  and  S.  Taylor,  to  that  attorney, 
.     .  -  ^        '^i/ieiiA^j    give  an  autho- 

recover  a  certam  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  loo/.  135.  oa.  ^^^  ^^  ^jj^  ^^^ 

due  from  the  said  W.  Chrystie  and  S.  Taylor  to  the  saidl>.  fendanttopay 

,  .  over  the  debt 

Graham:  in  which  suit,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  Taylor,  sued  for  to  a 

the   now  plaintifi;  was  attorney  for  the  said  D.  Graham,  ^^^l^jl^^^^ 

s  2  binding. 
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And  whereas  also,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  said  D, 
Graham  was  indebted  and  liable  in  a  certain  other  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  648/.  17s.  3d.  to,  amongst  divers 
other  persons,  one  James  Goodall:  And  thereupon  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  5  March,  1827,  at  8cc.  in  consideration  that 
said  D.  Graham,  at  the  special  instance  &c.  of  defendants, 
would,  with  the  consent  of  plaintiff,  as  such  attorney  for 
said  D.  Graham,  give  an  authority  for  said  fV.  Chrystie  and 
S.  Taylor  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  l65/.  ISs,  5d. 
to  the  said  J.  Goodall^  they  defendants  undertook  &c.  that 
they  would  pay  to  plaintiiF  the  amount  of  his  costs  in  the 
said  suit.  Averment,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.  at&c. 
said  Z).  Graham,  confiding  in  the  said  promise  &c.  did, 
with  the  consent  of  plaintiiF,  give  an  authority  to  said  W, 
Chrystie  and  S.  Taylor  to  pay  said  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
165/.  ISs.  5d.  to  the  said  J.  Goodall,  whereof  the  defend- 
ants then  and  there  had  notice.  Averment,  that  plain- 
tifTs  costs  in  the  said  suit  then  and  there  amounted  to  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  60/.  whereof  defendants  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.  at  &c.  had  notice.  No  averment 
of  non-payment  {a). 

The  second  count,  after  the  same  introductoiy  matter, 
stated,  that  in  consideration  that  D,  Graham  would  give 
authority  to  W.  Chrystie  and  S.  Taylor  to  pay  said  sum,  to 
wit,  of  165/.  \Ss,  5d,  to  «/.  Goodall,  they  the  defendants 
undertook  &c.  that  they  would  pay  to  plaintiff  the  amount 
of  his  costs  in  the  said  suit.  Averment,  that  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  the  said  D.  Graham  did  give  authority 
to  the  said  W.  Chrystie  and  S.  Taylor  to  pay  the  said  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  165/.  13s.  5d.  to  said  •/.  Goodall,  whereof 
the  defendants  then  and  there  had  notice.  Averment,  that 
plaintiff's  costs  in  the  said  suit  then  and  there  amounted  to 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  60/.,  whereof  defendant 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.  at  &c.  had  notice.  Yet  defend- 
ants, not  regarding  &c.,  have  not  as  yet  paid  to  plaintiflf 


(a)  Vide  poit,  267, 
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the  said  sams  of  money,  his  said  costs,  or  any  part  thereof, 
but  have  wholly  refused  so  to  do. 

The  third  count,  after  the  same  introductory  matter, 
went  on  to  allege,  that  defendants,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  promise  &c.  hereinafter  mentioned, 
were  attorneys  for  the  said  /.  Goodall:  And  thereupon 
heretofore,  to  wit,  5  March,  1827/at  Sec,  in  consideration 
that  Z>.  Graham^  at  the  special  instance  &c.  of  defendants, 
would  give  an  authority  for  IV.  Chrysiie  SLud  S.  Taylor  to 
pay  the  said  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  l65/.  \Ss.  5d.  to  said  J. 
Goodall,  they,  defendants,  undertook  &c.  that  they  would 
procure  plaintiff's  costs  in  the  said  suit  to  be  paid  to  him. 
Averment,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Scc,  at  &c.,  D.  Gra- 
ham, confiding  in  the  said  last-mentioned  promise  Sac, 
dk)  give  an  authority  for  t¥.  Chryslie  and  S,  Taylor  to  pay 
the  said  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  165/.  \Ss,5d,  to  the  said 
J,  GoodaVf  whereof  defendants  then  and  there  had  notice. 
Averment,  that  plaintiff's  costs  in  the  said  suit  amounted  to 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  60/.,  whereof  defendant  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  had  notice:  Yet  defendants, 
although  often  requested,  have  not  as  yet  procured  plain- 
tifi^s  costs  in  the  said  suit  to  be  paid  to  him,  but  have  wholly 
refused  so  to  do ;  and  the  same  remain  and  are  unpaid  and 
unsatisfied  to  him,  to  wit,  at  &cv 

The  fourth  count,  after  the  same  introductory  matter  as 
the  third,  stated,  that  in  consideration  that  D.  Graham, 
at  the  special  instance  &c*  of  defendants,  would  give  autho- 
rity to  W.  Chryslie  and  S.  Taylor  to  pay  the  said  sum,  to 
wit,  165/.  \Ss.5d.  to  the  said  J.  Goodall,  defendants  under- 
took &c.  that  they  would  not  accept  the  same  but  on  pay- 
ment to  plaintiff  of  his  costs  in  the  said  suit  as  such  attorney 
for  the  said  D.  Graham.  Averment,  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  Sic.,  at  &c.,  the  said  D.  Graham,  confiding  in  the  said 
promise  &c.,  did  give  authority  to  the  said  W,  Chrystie  and 
S,  Taylor  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  l65/.  I3s.5d» 
to  the  said  J.  Goodall.  Averment,  that  the  said  costs  in  the 
said  suit  amounted  to  a  Jarge  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  60/., 
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whereof  defendants  then  and  there  had  notice:  Yet  de- 
fendants, not  regarding  Sec.,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  8cc., 
at  &C.J  accept  and  receive  the  said  authority  of  the  said  D. 
Graham,  without  payment  to  plaintiff  of  his  said  costs,  and 
then  and  there  used  and  employed  the  same;  and  by  reason 
thereof,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  8cc.,  at  8cc.,  the  said  J.  Goodr 
all  received  of  the  said  W.  Chrystie  and  S,  Taylor,  who 
then  and  there  thereby  paid  the  said  J.  Goodall  the  said 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  l65/.  13s.  5d,,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  and 
the  said  costs  of  plaintiff  remain  and  are  unpaid  and  unsa- 
tisfied, and  defendants  have  not  paid  to  plaintiff  his  said 
costs,  nor  hath  said  J.  Goodall  paid  the  same :  But  de- 
fendants and  said  J.  Goodall  have  wholly  refused  so  to  do, 
to  wit,  at  &c. 

The  declaration  contained  also  counts  for  work  and 
labour  and  business  done  as  an  attorney,  and  the  money 
counts.  • 

Special  demurrer  to  the  first  four  counts  of  the  declara- 
tion, assigning  for  causes  that  the  several  supposed  pro* 
mises  and  undertakings  in  those  counts  respectively  men- 
tioned do  not,  nor  -do  any  nor  does  either  of  them  appear 
to  be  founded  upon  any  consideration  moving  from  plaintiff 
to  defendants,  but  appear  to  have  been  made  to  plaintiff 
by  defendants,  if  at  all,  without  any  good,  adequate,  or 
sufficient  consideration  whatever,  and  to  be  naked  agree- 
ments. And  also  for  that  it  is  not  stated  or  alleged  in  or  by 
those  counts  respectively,  or  either  of  them,  that  plaintiff  had 
any  or  what  right  to  the  said  several  sums  of  165/.  Ids.  5d. 
in  those  counts  respectively  mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  or  that  he  had  any  right  or  authority  to  prevent  the 
said  D.  Graham  from  giving  authority  to  the  said  W,  Chryi- 
tie  and  •$.  Taylor  to  pay  the  said  sums  of  165/.  Ids.  5d.  in 
those  counts  respectively  mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  to  the  said  J.  Goodall;  nor  does  it  appear  that  plain- 
tiff had  recovered  any  judgment  or  judgments  in  the  said 
actions  in  the  said  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts 
mentioned  to  have  been  commenced  by  the  said  D.  Gra* 
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ham  against  said  W,  Ckrystie  and  5.  Taylor^  or  in  either  of 
Uiem»  or  that  plaintiff  had  given  any  notice  to  the  said  W. 
Ckrysiie  and  S,  Taylor  not  to  pay  over  said  several  sums 
of  \65L  iSff.  5d,,  or  either  of  them,  to  the  said  D,  Graham 
or  the  sakl  J.  Goodallf  or  to  any  person  or  persons  other 
than  plaintiff,  as  the  attorney  in  the  action  in  those  counts 
respectively  mentioned ;  and  also  for  that  it  does  not  appear 
b  or  by  said  counts,  or  either  of  them,  that  plaintiff  had  any 
Hen  upon  or  right  to  the  said  costs.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 
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Paiteson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.    To  maintain  an 
assumpsit  there  must  be  a  consideration  moving  from  the 
plaintiff.    This  rule  is  laid  down  by  Mr.  Selwynia)^  and 
supported  by  a  reference  to  Bourne  v.  Mason  {b),   and 
Crow  v.  Rogers  (c).     In  those  cases  it  was  held  that  a 
party  could  not  sue  upon  the  promise  who  was  not  a  parly 
to  the  consideration.     Here  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  pro- 
mise was  made  in  consideration  of  any  thing  done  or  relin- 
qoished  by  the  plaintiff.     The  first  count  seems  to  be  the 
only  one  with  which  the  defendant  need  grapple.     In  that 
count  it  is  alleged  that  the  authority  was  to  be  given  at  the 
request  of  the  defendants.     It  seems  iis  if  the  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  prevent  the  money  from  being  paid  over,  and 
that  he  had  relinquished  that  right  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ants; but  it  does  not  amount  even  to  that.     It  is  no  where 
averred  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  right  to  prevent  Graham. 
from  authorising  defendants  in  that  action  to  pay  the  money 
over.    It  may  be  admitted  that  an  attorney  has  a  lien  upon 
the  judgment  for  his  costs,  and  that  if  the  money  be  paid 
in  fraud  of  that  lien,  he  will  be  allowed  to  proceed  for 
his  costs.     [Parkej  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  costs 
were  due.]     It  may  be  said,  that  before  judgment,  if  the 
attorney  gives  notice  to  the  adverse  party  not  to  settle 
without  securing  his  costs  already  incurred,  he  may  have 
a  right  to  proceed  in  the  action  for  the  purpose  of  recover- 
ing them.   No  doubt  if  defendant  and  plaintiff  had  colluded, 

(a)  Selw.  N.  P.  7lh  edit.  52.        (h)  1  Ventr.  6.         (c)  1  Stra.  592. 
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the  attorney  might  have  gone  on ;  but  there  does  not  appear 
to  be  any  case  where  a  bon&  6de  payment,  though  after 
notice,  has  been  held  to  be  improperly  made.  Here  it  is 
not  even  pretended  that  notice  was  given.  The  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  put  himself  in  that  situation  that  he  had  tied 
up  Chrystie  and  Taylor  from  paying  the  money  to  Graham 
without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  The  count  shews  no 
detriment  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  any  benefit  whatever  derived 
from  the  act  of  plaintiff.  It  is  not  stated  that  plaintiff  had 
any  lien  against  his  own  client  for  costs.  It  does  not 
appear  that  plaintiff  might  have  gone  on  for  costs  against 
Graham,  or  that  he  relinquished  any  right.  It  is  not  stated 
that  he  had  any  right  to  prevent  the  money  from  getting 
in  to.  the  hands  of  Goodally  or  that  he  relinquished  such 
right,  [Bayley,  J.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the 
authority  is  effectual.  Chrystie  and  Taylor  never  bound 
themselves  to  accede  to  the  authority.}  The  second  count 
is  in  the  same  situation.  The  fourth  count  states  the 
promise  to  be,  that  the  defendants  would  not  accept  the 
165/.  13s.  5d.,  but  upon  payment  to  plaintiff  of  his  costs. 
This  count,  however,  does  aver  that  defendants  were  attor- 
neys of  Goodall,  and  that  tl>e  authority  was  acted  upon; 
but  the  vice  of  that  count  is,  that  the  consideratioii  is  there 
laid  ill. 


Campbell,  coiitrd.  If  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
lien  on  the  money,  there  is  a  sufficient  consideration  and 
promise.  A  lien  belongs  to  an  attorney  upon  all  money 
recovered  or  to  be  recovered  by  him.  The  Court  will  take 
notice  that  an  attorney  has  a  lien  to  this  extent,  and  this 
being  a  point  of  law,  it  was  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the 
declaration  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  lien,  or  that  he  had 
waived  it.  The  question  as  to  the  personal  liability  of  an 
attorney  upon  such  a  promise  as  this  does  not  arise  (a). 

(a)  As  to  which  see  Appleton  v.  Coningion,  2  D.  &  R.  SOr ;  1  B. 
Bankty  5  Enst,  148;  Burrell  v,  &  C.  160;  Scracev,  Whiiiingian, 
JoMt,   3  B.  &  A.  47;  Iveson  v.     .3D.&R.  195;  2B.  &C.  11. 
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The  plaintiff  had  brought  an  action  for  165/.  Ids.  5d,,  and 
^hat  sam  clearly  appears  to  have  been  due.     The  law  raises 
the  debtf  and  will  not  presume  it  satisfied.     [Bayley,  J. 
Has  an  attorney  any  lien  until  the  money  is  recovered  and 
in  his  hands?]     In  Read  v.  Dupper(^a)  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  could  not  pay  over  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff  after 
notice  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney  not  to  do  so,  even  where 
no  fraud  could  be  charged.     In  Drinkwater  v.  Goodwin  (Jb) 
it  was  held  that  a  factor  had  a  lien.     [^Parke,  J.  He  made 
the  contract.     In  this  case  the  plaintiff  does  not  give  up 
bis  claim  against  Graham  or  upon  the  money.]     As  matters 
stood  before  this  contract  was  entered  into,  the  plaintiff 
might  have  resorted  to  his  own  client,  and  had  a  chance  of 
obtaining  payment  out  of  the  sum  to  be  recovered.     It  was 
not,  strictly  speaking,  a  lien,  because  there  was  no  pos- 
session.    It  was  the  chance  of  recovering  money,  and  of 
repaying  himself  out  of  that  money,  when  the  lien  should 
have  accrued.     The  question  is,  whether  a  waiver  of  that 
advantage  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the  pro- 
mise.    That  is  implied  in  the  terms  of  the  question.     It  is 
immaterial  whether  the  promissor  derives  any  benefit  from 
the  consideration.     The  lien  would  attach  if  the  money 
were  paid  in  the  course  of  a  suit.     [Baj/ley,  J.  There  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to  call  upon  Gra- 
ham has  been  impeached,  or  to  shew  that  Graham  is  insol- 
vent.]    The  giving  up  of  the  security  is  sufficient.     The 
moment  the  authority  was  given,  with  the  plaintiff's  assent, 
he  had  no  longer  any  claim  upon  the  l65/.  \$8,5d.     He 
could 'only  look  to  Graham,  his  own  client.     [FflrAre,  J. 
In  Readv.  Dupper  there  was  a  judgment.     Before  judg- 
ment could  the  attorney  prevent  the  defendant,  by  a  notice, 
from  paying  the  debt  to  a  solvent  plaintiff?     My  impres- 
sion is,  that  there  must  be  fraud,  a  settlement  with   the 
knowledge  that  no  part  of  the  money  will  reach  the  attor- 
ney.    Where  there  is  no  fraud  you  may  compromise  and 
receive  the  money.     Bayky,  J.  If  Graham  had  thought  fit 
(fl)  6  T.  R.  361.  (^)  Cowp.  S56. 
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be  might  have  entered  into  an  arrangement  in  the  original 
action.     Even  in  the  Common  Pleas,  where  the  practice  is 
rather  different  upon  this  point,  the  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere, except  in  cases  of  fraud.]     The  question  is,  whether, 
after  the  authority  had  been  given,  the  plaintiff  was  eqnallj 
secure  as  before.     He  is  now  confined  to  Graham^  and 
may  lose  his  costs  altogether.     Then  there  is  sufficient 
performance  averred.     The  plaintiff  did  give  his  assent  to 
the  authority.     It  is  immaterial  whether  the  authority  wis 
acquiesced  in  by  Chrystie  and  Taylor,  because  it  would 
authorise  them,  if  they  chose  to  act  upon  it;  and  the  chance 
of  its  being  acted  upon  is  sufficient.     [Bayhyy  J.  Unless 
Christie  and  Taylor  consented  to  pay  over  the  money  to 
Goodall,  the  parties  remain  as  they  were.     If  the  authority 
was  not  acted  on,  it  is  useless.     Upon  this  count  the  right 
seems  still  to  remain  as  perfect  as  ever.     Parke,  J.  You 
say  that  Graham  is  prejudiced,  and  that  thereby  you  are 
injured.]    The  plaintiff  is  no  longer  in  the  same  situation. 
There  was  nothing  to  prejudice  his  interposition  before. 
[Parke,  J.  The  other  counts  are  much  more  difficult  to 
support  than  the  first.     There  is  nothing  moving  from 
plaintiff.     The  plaintiff  lAust  confer  a  benefit,  or  suffer 
detriment.] 

Patteson,  in  reply.  The  injury  is  of  the  minutest  qua- 
lity, if  any.  [Parke,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  giving 
up  a  remote  chance  is  a  sufficient  consideration.]  The 
consideration  ought  to  be  alleged  with  complete  accuracy. 
Then  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  consent  of  the .  plaintiff  was 
given  at  request  of  defendant.  [  Parke,  J.  Suppose  the  pro* 
mise  had  been  laid  to  be  in  consideration  plaintiff  would  con- 
sent.] It  might  have  run,  that  in  consideration  plaintiff,  at 
request  of  defendants,  had  consented  that  Graham  should  do 
so  and  so.  But  even  then  there  ought  to  appear  something 
for  which  a  consent  is  necessary.  It  is  not  so  shewn.  If 
it  had  been  said  that  Graham  was  unable  to  pay,  and  that 
notice  had  been  given,  it  would  have  been  within  one  of 
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the  cases  (a).    The  plaintiff  might  have  said,  that  in  consi-         ^^^* 
deration  he  had  forborne  to  give  notice,  defendants  pro- 
mised.    There  is  no  distinct  averment  that  plaintiff  ever 
waived  his  chance.     The  declaration  ought  to  shew  that 
plaintiff  agreed  to  sustain  detriment,  and  that  he  did  sustain 
detriment*     There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  detriment 
was  sustained.    The  plaintiff  may  still  have  a  right  to  pro- 
ceed to  judgment  against  Chrystie  and  Taylor  in  the  name 
of  Graham.    The  first  count  contains  no  allegation  of  non- 
payment.    [^Parke,  J.  That  omission  is  not  assigned  as 
ground  of  special  demurrer,  and  therefore  the  demurrer 
must  be  considered  in  that  respect  as  general.     If  this  is  a 
consideration,  it  is  the  least  that  ever  was  put  into  a  decla- 
ration.   If  the  situation  of  the  parties  is  altered,  it  is  by 
the  act  of  third  persons,  over  whom  the  plaintiff  has  no 
coatroul.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuli* 

At  a  subsequent  day  the  Court  intimated  an  opinion  that 
the  declaration  could  not  be  supported ;  and  Parke,  J., 
observed,  that  the  alleged  consent  to  the  payment  of  the 
raoney  to  Goodall  was  void,  as  the  act  might  have  been 
done  without  his  consent. 

Upon  this  opinion  being  intimated,  the  plaintiff  prayed 
far  leave  to  amend  the  declaration,  which  was  granted  (6). 

Leave  to  amend,  on  payment  of  costs. 

(a)  Read  v.  Dupper,  ante,  265.  gence.    This  indulgence,  however, 

{h)  Before  argament  leave  may  is  rarely  refused,  where  the  point 

be   (Ruined  to  ameud,  as  matter  raised  by  the  demurrer  is  either 

of    coane;   but  v¥here  the  party  new  or  difficult,  unless  an  intima- 

ba^  chosen  to  proceed  with  the  ar-  tion  of  the  necessity  of  amending 

^Tvtenty  and  take  the  chance  of  has  previously  been  thrown  out 

^^  ^ision'n  being  in  his  favour,  and  disregarded. 

ao  atQeodment  is  matter  of  indul- 
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v^K^^^  Gallieks  r.  Moss. 

Lands  of  REPLEVIN.     The  defendant  made  cognizance  as  bailiff 

which  .A   IS 

mortgngee  in     of  o"®  Alsop,  for  189/.,  for  one  half  year's  rent  of  a  house 

fee  will  not  h^ij  \^y  plaintiff  under  Alsop.  Plea,  non  tenuit  mode  et 
pass  ander  a  .  . 

general  devise    form&.     At  the  trial   before  Park,  J.  at  the  spring  assizes 

uLdl'fAhe  ^^^  ^^^  county  of  Hereford,  1828,  the  following  facts  ap- 
devise  be  sub-  peared  : — 

which  ^!*was  ^"  ^  ^^f  ^^^  plaintiff's  landlord  conveyed  the  premises  by 
not  entitled  to  way  of  mortgage  to  Nightingale  in  fee,  who,  by  his  will, 
declare  in  re-      ,        .  ^  ■»,  «^«      ,  ,   ,  .  ,  '  i      i 

spectofthe  dated  O  May,  1803,  charged  his  real  estates  with  the  pay- 
mortgaged  ment  of  certain  annuities  and  legacies,  and  subject  thereto, 
A  bequest  by  devised  all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements  and  heredita- 
executors  ad-  "™^"^*  ^^  Toplis,  Saxton  and  yllsop^  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
ministrators,  until  W,  E.  Shore  should  attain  twenty- one,  with  limita- 
A.'8  stock  in  ^^0"^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  Shore  should  die  before  he  attained  that 
trade,  ready  age  without  male  issue;  in  trust  that  Toplis,  Saxton  2ud 
money,  and  .  ,  ,      ,    •  .  ^   i  •  t       .  i        i 

securities  for     Alsop,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  the  survivor,  should  apply 

money,  debts,  ^^^  dispose  of  the  rents  and  profits  as  therein  expressed; 

estates-and  but  with  a  discretionary  power  to  the  trustees  to  sell  certain 

norcari7*i4.'s  P^"^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  estate  not  embracing  the  premises  in 

legal  estate  in  question.     And   he   thereby   devised   to    Shore,  when  he 

fee,  although  should  have  attaiued  twenty-one,  all  his  messuages,  &c.  for 

V™?t    R  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re- 

his  heirt,  exe-  mainders ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  in  strict 

nisu^tore^nd  settlement,  with  remainders  over.     He  then  bequeathed  all 

assigns,  shall  his  stock  in  trade,  cotton  mill,  8cc.,  securities  for  money, 

ducethereofi^  debts,  and  other  personal  estates,  to  Toplis  Saxton,  tatd 

and  of  A.*9  Alsop,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  upon  trust, 

(devised  to  B,  that  Toplis,  Saxton  and  Alsop,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  ad- 

by  a  separate    ministrators,  or  assigns,  of  the  survivor,  should  sell  and  die- 

Clause,  wnico 

does  not  affect  pose  of  the  said  stock  in  trade,  cotton  mill,  and  personal 

p*J^p^rt:J)^?f  "^  estates  and  eflfects,  and  collect  his  debts,  and  invest  the 

the  purchase     game  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  lands  in  England,  or  in 

conveyed  to      ^^^  United  States  of  America,  or  to  procure  the  same  to  be 

certain  uses      conveyed  to  such  uses,  and  for  such  estates  as  were  therein 
in  stnct  settle-  .     .     ,      i-  •  •  j  l 

meot.  before  limited,  of  bis  messuages,  lands,  tenements  and  here- 
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ditaments  therein  before  devised  for  the  teim  or  time ;  and  1829. 
upon  the  trusts  aforesaid,  except  the  power  of  sale.  Nightin^ 
gale's  death  took  place  in  June,  1803,  and  was  soon  fol- 
lowed by  that  of  Toplis  and  Saxton.  The  rent  at  the  time 
of  the  mortgage  was  2501.  but  was  afterwards  raised  by  the 
mortgagor  to  378/.  Neither  Nightingale,  nor  either  of  the 
executors  and  devisees,  ever  received  rent  from  the  plaintiff; 
but  in  August,  18^6,  before  the  rent  distrained  for  became 
due,  Jbop  gave  the  plaintiff  notice  of  the  mortgage,  &c., 
and  required  that  the  rent  then  due  (a),  and  that  which 
would  thereafter  accrue,  should  be  paid  to  himself.  For 
the  plaintiff  it  was  objected,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the 
mortgaged  premises  did  not  pass  by  the  devise,  which  con- 
templated the  passing  of  interests  which  the  devisor  had 
full  right  to  limit  and  control  as  he  pleased ;  and  that  as  the 
holding  at  578/.  per  annum  had  been  created  subsequently 
to  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  could  only  distrain  for  the 
original  rent,  which  alone  was  incident  to  the  reversion 
assigned  to  him.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  estate  in  mortgage  passed  under  the  general  words  "  all 
my  messuages,  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,"  and 
that  the  devisee  of  the  mortgage  was  entitled  to  adopt  the 
new  term  of  the  demise  to  the  plaintiff.  A  verdict  having 
been  found  for  the  defendant, 

Russell,  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term  last,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi,  for 
a  new  trial,  and  in  support  of  the  first  objection  cited  Morgan 
ex  parte  (6),  and  Lord  Braybroke  v.  Jftskip(c),  there  referred 
to  by  Lord  Eldon  in  giving  judgment.  Upon  the  second 
point,  he  urged  that  the  mortgagee  could  not  sue  upon  the 
contract  of  the  mortgagor  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage.  Even  the  notice  given  to  the  plaintiff  by 
Alsop  required  the  plaintiff  to  pay  rent  at  the  rate  of  250/. 
per  annum;  and  the  only  evidence  to  support  the  claim  for 
rent  at  the  rate  of  378/«  was  that  plaintiff  had  said  that  he 

(a)  £r  vide  ante,  iii.  109,  ii.  (c)  8  Ves.  417. 

(6)  10  Vc8.  101. 
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considered  that  189/.  was  due  from  him  for  half  a  year's 


rent. 


Lord  Tenterden^  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  can  have  do 
rule  upon  the  last  point.  The  other  would  be  better  in  a  case. 

Bayley^J. — In  Moss  \.  Gallimore{a),  the  mortgagor 
remaining  in  possession  was  considered  as  the  agent  of  the 
mortgagee. 

Rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
first  point,  unless  the  defendant  con- 
sented to  a  case. 

No  arrangement  for  a  special  case  baring  been  come  to, 

Talfourd  (with  whom  was  Campbell)  now  shewed  cause 
against  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  and  admitted  that  the  cogni- 
zance could  not  be  supported  on  the  general  devise  of  the 
testator's  messuages,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  bat 
contended  that  the  words  *'  securities  for  moneys/'  coupled 
with  a  trust  to  be  executed  by  the  heir,  were  sufficiently 
large  to  pass  the  legal  estate  in  the  land  which  formed  the 
securities  for  the  mor^ge  debt.  This  shews  that  the  tes- 
tator had  no  intention  of  excepting  the  estate  in  mortgage^ 
and  without  such  an  intention  manifested,  it  passes  under 
the  general  words.  Lord  Braybroke  v.  Insiip{b).  Crips  s. 
Grysil  (c)  is  a  direct  authority.  It  is  reported  by  Croke 
as  follows:  '^Ejectioue  iirmse  of  lands  in  Leighton  Bussard, 
of  the  demise  of  Robert  Key.  Upon  a  special  verdict  the 
case  was :  That  John  Grysil,  father  of  the  defendant,  was 
seised  in  fee  of  the  said  lands ;  and  upon  the  10th  day  of 
October,  anno  \6Jacobi  Regis  (d),  by  indenture  of  feoffment 
mortgaged  them  to  Peter  Key  and  his  heirs,  upon  condition 
that  if  he  or  his  heirs  paid  to  Peter  Key  and  bis  heirs 
150/.  upon  the  20th  day  of  October,  anno  domini  1624,  he 
might  re-enter.     That  afterwards,  upon  the  30th  day  of 

(rt)  Dougl.  279.  (c)  Cro.  Car.  Sf. 

(6)  8  Vcs.  417.  (d)  A.  D.  1618. 
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March,  anno  l6l9,  the  said  Peter  Key,  by  his  will  in  1B99. 
writing,  gave  to  Robert  Key  m\\  his  goods,  monies,  bills  or 
bonds,  mortgages  or  specialities  for  monies,  and  made  him 
his  executor  and  died  ;  and  that  the  150/.  not  being  paid, 
Robert  Key  entered  and  let  to  the  plaintiff;  and  without 
argument,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  that  these  words 
'  all  my  mortgages*  made  a  good  devise  of  the  lands  mort- 
gaged ;  whereupon  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff." 
For  this  purpose  the  estate  in  the  land  is  the  same  thing 
as  the  money  secured  by  it.  Silherschildt  v.  Schiott  («). 
Here  the  devise  is  not  as  in  Wilkinson  v.  Merry  land  {b), 
Strong  V.  Teatt  (c).  Roe  d.  Reade  v.  Reade  (d),  Morgan, 
ex  parte  (e),  subjected  to  any  charge  which  the  party  had 
no  right  to  impose  upon  property  in  which  he  had  not  the 
entire  beneficial  interest.  On  the  other  hand,  it  cannot 
be  supposed  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
when  he  was  giving  to  his  executors  and  trustees  the  fullest 
controul  over  his  property,  to  exclude  them  from  the  means 
of  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  debt  by  distress  upon  the 
tenant  during  the  continuance  of  the  plaintiff's  interest, 
or  by  an  ejectment  after  it  should  be  determined. 

Russell,  Serjt.,  and  E.  V.  Williams,  contrA.  The  right 
to  distrain  is  claimed  in  respect  of  the  inheritance  ;  aud  in 
this  the  mortgagee  had  only  a  bare  trust  estate,  which  it 
cannot  be  supposed  the  testator  meant  to  devise^  and  of 
the  existence  of  which  he  was,  in  all  probability,  igno- 
rant ;  otherwise  he  would  not  have  used  words  sufficiently 
large  to  embrace  this  trust  estate  when  making  a  provision 
for  his  family  in  the  form  of  a  strict  settlement.  It  is  said, 
that  the  estate  passed  under  the  words  ''securities  for 
moneys."  No  authority  is  cited  in  support  of  this  position, 
except  the  anomalous  case  of  Crips  v.  GrysiL  There, 
however,  we  find  the  word  '*  mortgages,"  which  may,  perhaps, 
have  been  understood  to  mean  the  mortgage  tenures.    Here 

(fl)  3  V.  &  B.  49.  (d)  8  T.  R.  i  18. 

(*)  Cro.  Car.  447,  440.  (e)  10  Ves.  101. 

(c)  1  W.  Bla.  201. 
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the  words  are  used  in  connexion  with  tools,  utensils,  ready 
money  and  personal  estate,  which  plainly  shews  that  the 
word  ''  securities"  is  used  in  the  popular  sense  of  written 
documents.  And  even  the  word  "  mortgages"  would  not, 
when  found  in  such  company,  be  construed  to  extend  to  the 
estate  in  the  land.  Tille^  v.  Simpson  (a).  Crips  v.  Gry$U 
is  a  singular  case,  and  is  irreconcilable  with  Wilkinson  v. 
Merryland  (6)  which  was  decided  a  few  years  after  Martin 


(a)  2  T.  R.  659,  n. 

ih)  Cro,  Car.  447,  ibid.  449,  W. 
Jones,  380,  S.  C.    The  principal 
differeace  between  the  two  cases 
in  Croke  seems  to  be,  that  in  Cript 
V.  Grytil  the  mortgage  had  not  be- 
come absolute  at  the  time  of  the 
devise,  whereas   in  WiUUnton  v. 
Merryland  the  mortgage  is  stated 
to  have  been  forfeited.    In  the  lat- 
ter case,  the  testator  had  (he  whole 
legal  estate,  subject  to  an  equity 
of  redemption  in  the  mortgagor, 
which  equity  constituted  the  mort- 
gagee a  trustee  for  the  mortgagor ; 
but  in  Cript  v.  Gn/iil  the  testator 
had  even  at  law  merely  a  defeasi- 
ble fee,  the  mortgagor  having,  at 
the  time  of  the  devise,  still  five 
years  left  in  which  to  exercise  his 
option  of  redeeming  his  land  or  not. 
This  distinction  seems  to  reconcile 
the  two  cases  even  without  the  aid 
ofthe  concluding  sentence  ofKey*s 
will,  which  indeed  in  this  view  of 
the  case  would  be  immaterial,  and 
may  have  been  intentionally  omit- 
ted by  this  roost  learned  and  ex- 
cellent reporter,  as  forming  no  part 
of  the  ground  of  decision.   In  Cripi 
V.  GrysU,  it  may,  perhaps,  have 
been  considered  that  if  the  word 
"  mortgages*'  did  not  pass  the  land, 
and  the  mortgagor  had  refused  to 
exercise  the  power  of  redeeming, 
the  bequest  might  have  been  ren- 


dered wholly  nugatory,  as  the  mort- 
gagor might  have  elected  to  keep 
the  money,  and  the  land  would 
have  belonged  to  the  heir  of  die 
mortgagee.  And  see  Anon.  P.  6 
Eliz.  F.  Moore,  58, 59. 

In  modem  mortgages,  or  rather 
in  the  instruments  commonly  so 
denominated,  (ante,  iii.  108,)  there 
is  usually  a  covenant  by  the  mort- 
gagor to  repay  the  sum  advanced 
by  the  mortgagee,  without  giving 
the  former  an  option  between  the 
land  and  the  money. 

In  Wilkinson  v.  Merryland,  the 
Court  merely  determined  that  no 
fee  passed  to  the  legatee  of  the 
mortgage  who  had  entered  and 
devised  to  the  defendant  in  fee. 
The  Court  say  (ibid.  450)  "  Bat 
the  greater  question  would  have 
been,  whether  an  estate  for  life  bad 
passed  to  the  wife,  if  she  bad  been 
alive,  because  it  is  coupled  only  with 
personal  things,  as  goods,  leases, 
estates,  mortgages,  debts,  &&, 
which  may  be  intended  that  he 
meant  only  but  estate  for  years, 
or  mortgages  for  years;  and  so 
much  the  rather  by  reason  of  the 
words  whereof  I  am  possessed. 
And  Berkeley  (who  was  absent 
the  day  before)  concurred  in 
opinion,  for  the  heir  shall  not  be 
disinherited,  nor  the  fee  passed 
away  without  an  apparent  intent 
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V.  McwKn  {a),  and  been  cited  for  the  sake  of  a  mere  extra- 
judicial dictum,  which  is  supposed  to  have  fallen  from  Lord 
Mansfield.  Silberschildt  v.  Schiott  (6)  is  also  a  mere  dic- 
tum, contradicted  by  Duke  of  Leeds  v.  Munday  (c),  Silvester 


273 


1829. 


oat  of  the  words  of  the  will.  And 
in  this  case  it  doth  not  appear  that 
he  intended  to  pass  but  such  thing;i 
whereof  he  is  possessed,  which  ex- 
tend only  to  things  personal,  or 
leases  whereof  he  is  possessed,  and 
not  to  freehold,  whereof  he  is  said . 
in  Jaw  to  be  seised ;  and  pernd- 
venture,  he  was  not  possessed  of 
this  land,  for  it  is  not  found  that 
the  mortgagiBe  entered  and  was  in 
possession.  And  commonly  in 
mortgages,  the  mortgagor  retains 
the  possession  until  the  mortgagee 
enters  for  a  forfeiture;  wherefore 
it  was  appointed,  that  judgment 
should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff, 
fiut  they  agreed  if  he  had  devised 
all  estate  in  such  land,  or  had 
meoUoned  tliat  he  had  such  land 
mortgaged  in  fee,  and  devised  hi$ 
9»origagty  the  fee  had  passed. 

Sir  W,  Jones,  who  reports  the 
case  very  shortly,  says,  **  The  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  wife  had 
the  mortgaged  land  devised  to  her, 
and  if  she  had,  whether  she  had 
the  fee  or  not,  and  the  ofunion  of 
the  Court  was,  that  at  least  she 
liad  but  for  life." 

If,  indeed,  it  had  been  found  by 
the  special  verdict,  as  appearing 
upon  the  face  of  the  indenture  or 
otherwise,  that  the  mortgage  was 
iotended  as  a  mere  security  for 
money,  the  words  "  securities  for 
mooey,"  or  even  the  worS  "  mort- 
gage," in  the  bequest,  might  have 
been  satisfied  by  giving  the  legatee 
tAe  debt  and  the   lien   upon  the 


land  in  the  seisin  of  the  heir  of  the 
mortgagee. 

(a)  2  Burr.  969.  Of  this  case, 
Serjt.  HiU  says,  *'This  is  too  clear 
a  case  to  deserve  a  report.*'  The 
language  of  Lord  Mansfieid  is  how- 
ever very  strong,  ''  A  mortgage  is 
a  chaige  upon  the  land,  and  what- 
ever would  give  the  moneyi  will 
carry  the  estate  in  the  land  along 
with  it  to  e%'ery  purpose.  The  es- 
tate in  the  land  is  the  same  thing 
as  the  money  due  upon  it.  It  will 
be  liable  to  debts;  it  soUt  go  to 
executori;  it  will  pass  by  a  will 
not  made  and  executed  with  the 
solemnities  required  by  the  Statute 
of  Frauds.  The  assignment  of  the 
debt,  or  foigiving  it,  will  draw  the 
land  after  it  as  a  consequence;  nay, 
it  would  do  it,  though  the  debt 
were  forgiven  only  by  parol,  for  the 
right  to  the  land  would  follow,  not- 
withstandingthe  Statute  of  Frauds.*^ 

To  this,  Mr.  Serjt.  Hill  has 
added  the  following  note :  <'  Tliis 
is  true  in  equity,  but  seems  not  to 
be  so  as  to  the  legal  estate,  though 
the  estate  were  freehold ;  and 
clearly  so,  if  copyhold.  See  Cas. 
Temp.  Hardw.  401;  7  Vin.  156; 
Cro.  Car.  447,  449;  2  Atk.  102; 
8  Vin.  207.  pi.  14,  15 ;  Eq.  Abr. 
178,  ca.  19;  ib.  211,  ca.  20,  21; 
2  Ld.  Raym.  834 ;  2  Ch.  Cas.  51 ; 
1  Vern.  4 ;  3  Ch.  Rep.  187 ;  2 
Vern.  625 ;  2  Atk.  605." 

(6)  3  V.  &  B.  49. 

(c)  3  Ves.348. 
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V.  Jarman{a\  and  Horsfall,  ex  parte  (6),  which  »how»  thai  by 
a  bequest  of  the  mortgage  debt,  the  legal  interest  ui  the 
mortgaged  land  does  not  pass. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Bayley,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
and  after   stating   the  pleadings,  proceeded  thus: — ^l\vo 
clauses  in  the  will  were  at  different  times  relied  upon  as 
passing  the  house,  8cc.  on  which  the  distress  was  taken; 
the  former  containing  terms  sufficiently  large  to  include 
the  premises  in  question^   but  accompanied    with   words 
limiting  the  property  which  was  the  subject  of  that  clause  in 
strict  settlement,  and  otherwise  in  a  manner  only  applicable 
to  estates  over  which  the  party  has  the  absolute  ownership. 
Upon  this  ground,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  property  did 
not  pass  under  that  clause.     In  another  part  of  the  will  is 
found  a  bequest  of  all  the  testator's  stock  in  trade  and 
utensils,  ready  money,  and  securities  for  monej^,  debts,  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects ;  and  it  was  insisted  that  uuder  the 
words  securities  for  money,  this  property  would  pass  to  the 
devisee.     No  words  of  inheritance  are  used  with  reference 
to  this  bequest,  but  the  testator  directed  that  the  trustees 
or  the  heirSf  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the 
survivor  should  dispose  of  his  personal  estate;  and  for 
some  time  the  Court  had  a  strong  impression  that  from  the 
use  of  the  word  "  heirs,"  they  might  consider  the  mortgage 
in  fee  as  passing  under  the  words  *'  securities  for  money,"  it 
being  supposed  that  otherwise  the  word  '*  heirs*'  would  have 
had  nothing  to  operate  upon ;  but  on  looking  further  into 
the  will,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  property    given  to  the 
trustees  in  the  first  clause  in  the  will,  was  given  to  them 
their  heirs    and  assigns;  and  that  during  the  infancy  of 
Shore,  they  were  to  appropriate  the  rents  and  profits  to 
particular  uses ;  and  the  word  heirs  in  the  second  clause 
may  apply  to  the  control  which  the  trustees,  their  heirs  and 

(a)  10  Price,  76.  (6)  M^Cleland  and  Younge,  999. 
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assigns  would  have  over  the  property  during  that  period.      ^^^^* 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion^  that  from  this  use  of  the 

word  heirs,  it  cannot  be  inferred  that  the  testator  meant  to 

pass  his  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  mortgage  property. 

Then  the  case  stands  upon  the  effect  of  the  second  devise 

generally;  upon  which  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Court  that 

the  words  are  insufficient  to  pass  the  testator's  interest.  The 

general  rule  is,  that  you  must  first  have  viK>rds  sufficient  to 

pass  the  mortgage  property;  secondly,  that  it  must  not  be 

limited  to  uses  inapplicable  to  such  property.     This  rule 

excludes  the  first  clause,  and   we  think   that  the   words 

used   in   the  second   clause   are   inapplicable.      Crips  v. 

Grysil  was  relied  on  for  the  defendant.     The  words  in 

that  case  very  much  resemble  those  which  occur  here ; 

but  upon  inspecting  the  record  of  the  special  verdict,  it 

appears  that  the   will  contained   words   which   go   much 

further  than  those  which  the  reporter  has  extracted.     The 

report  mentions  a  bequest  of  goods,  chattels,  mortgages 

and  securities  for  money;  but  the  words  of  the  will  as  set 

out  in  the  special  verdict  are :  "  In  the  name  of  God,  Amen. 

— The  rest  of  my  goods  not  bequeathed,  (the  will  containing 

no  previous  disposition  of  any  thing  whatever,)  my  money 

bills  or  bondes,  morgages  or  specialties  for  money,  I  doe  give 

unto  Boberi  Kay  my  sonne,  and  I  doe  make  him  my  full  and 

sole  executor,  yea,  and  alsoe  my  heire  of  this  freehould,  whilst 

It  please  God  by  him  or  his  heire  male  he  keepe  it  in  the 

surname  of  Kaye:  and  for  want  of  heire  male  by  my  sonne 

Robert  Kaye,  after  his  death,  that  is,  Robert  my  sonne,  if 

Robert  Kaye  my  grandson  be  liveinge  and  have  heire  male, 

and  the  other  Robert  dead  and  leave  noe  heire  male,  then 

this   freehould   to  Robert  my  grandsonne  and  his  heires." 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  special  verdict,  that  the  testato  * 

had    any  property  to  which  the  expression,  "  I  do  make 

him  my  heir  of  this  freehold"  could  apply,  except  the  lands 

mor^aged   to   him   in   fee.     It  is   true  that  the  testator 

afterwards  limits   that   freehold   to   Robert  Kaye  in   tail 

male,    with  remainder  to  another  Robert  Kaye  also  in  tail 

T  2 
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male  (//).  The  distinction  between  Crips  v.  Gtysil  and 
the  case  now  before  the  Court  is  this,  that  in  Crips  v. 
Grysil  there  is  not  only  a  bequest  of  the  testator's  mort- 
gages and  specialties  for  money,  but  also  an  appointmeDt 
of  the  legatee  'fas  heir  of  this  my  freehold."  For  this 
reason  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  case  referred  to  is  not  an 
authority  to  shew  that  the  words  ^*  securities  for  moDey" 
are  sufficient  to  pass  the  estate  in  lands  in  mortgage^  where 
the  limitation  is  to .  the  legatee,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns^  and  where  on  the  face  of  the  will  there 
is  nothing  which  denotes  an  intention  that  under  these 
words  a  freehold  interest  should  pass. 

Rule  absolute  (i). 


>  (a)  It  may,  perhaps,  be  9a p- 
pose<|,  that  although  this  fact  is 
not  stated  in  the  special  verdict,  it 
was  conceded  at  tlie  bar  that  the 
testator  had  another  estate  of  in- 
heritance, and  that  by  consent  the 
argument  and  judgment  rejected 
the  final  clause,  as  inapplicable  to 
the  real  circumstances  of  the  case. 
'  {h)  ^  It  is  a  question  altogether  of 
intention,  and  to  be  gathered  from 
the  scope  and  design  of  the  whole 
will.  If  the  intention  be  not  other- 
wise pretty  clearly  expressed,  and 
it  be  not  inconsistent  with  the 
nature  of  the  other  provisions  in 
the  will,  the  understanding  is,  that 
the  trust  estate  will  pass."  Per 
Kent,  Chancellor,  after  reviewing 
the  principal  English  cases,  IS 
Johns.  Rep.  557,  Jackion  v.  De 
Lancy;  S.C»  10  Johns.  Rep.  365. 
The  report  of  the  case  of  The  Duke 
of  Leeds  v.  Mundm/  is  not  correct 
in  stating  that  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  had  no  doubt  upon  the  sub- 
ject. His  idea  was,  that  t  he  estate 
did  not  pass;  but,  in  consequence 
of  a  doubt,  he  made  his  decree 
conditionally,  declaring  the  infant 
a  trustee  and  mortgagee  within 


the  act,  (7  Ann.  c.  19,)  and  order- 
ing her  to  convey,  as  far  as  any 
legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises descended  to  her.  There 
was  certainly  a  reason  for  this,  as 
the  infant  was  not  a  mere  naked 
trustee,  for  she  had  an  interest  in 
the  money  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage. 5  Ves.jun.  341,  n.  See  also 
Ex  parte  Sergisan,  4  Ves.jan.  147. 
In  the  Attorney  General  v.  BuUer, 
5  Ves.jun.  339,  Lord  Rotdyn  said, 
that  the  general  understanding  then 
certainly  was,  that  under  general 
words  a  trust  estate  would  not  pass; 
but  he  observed  that  the  reverse 
would  have  been  the  most  conve- 
nient rule,  as  it  might  be  more  easy 
to  find  a  devisee  than  an  heir.  He 
afterwards  smd,  upon  being  con- 
sulted by  Lord  Eldon,  that  he  was 
rather  overborne  in  that  case  by 
the  observation  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  (Sir  John  MUford,)  and 
he  inclined  to  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Eldon,  8  Ves.jun.  437.  Er parte 
Brettell,  6  Ves.jun.  577,  came  on 
upon  a  petition,  and  "  was  not,** 
says  Lord  Eldon,  (8  Ves.jun.  437,) 
^'  so  attentively  considered  as  the 
importance  of  the  point  required." 
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If  carefully  considered,  it  will  not 
be  found  to  be  in  contradiction  to 
the  doctrine  in  Jackson  v.  DeLana^; 
the  only  question,  as  may  be  col- 
lected from  the  report,  being  as  to 
the  intention  of  the  testator.  "  The 
role  as  now  settled  is,  that  trust 
estates  will  pass  by  the  usual  ge- 
neral words  in  a  will  passing  other 
estates,  unless  it  can  be  collected 
from  the  enpressions  in  the  will,  or 
the  purposes  and  objects  of  the 
testator,  that  it  was  his  intention 
they  should  not  pass."  Per  Keni^ 
13  Johns.  Rep.  655.  This  is  also 
the  rule  liud  down  by  Lord  Eldon 
in  Lord  Bnnfhroke  v.  JfM^ip,8  Ves. 
jun.  417,  after  much  consideration, 
and  he  shewed  it  to  be  clearly  set- 
tled. See  also  Roe  v.  Reade^  8 
T.  R.  1 18;  and  Ex  parte  Morgan, 
10  Ves.  jun.  101.  The  diversity 
of  opinion  upon  the  subject  to  be 
found  in  the  modern  Chancery 
cases  is  most  satisfactorily  ac- 
counted for  by  Chancellor  Keni, 
(IS  Johns.  Rep.  559,)  the  old  cases 
exhibiting  an  entire  agreement.  It 
may  not  be  improper  to  observe, 
that  it  has  been  said,  ai^uendo,  by 
very  eminent  connsel,  in  the  Su- 


preme Court  of  Pennsylvania,  that 
.a  general  devise  of  all  a  testator's 
estate  does  not  pass  a  trust;  for 
which  The  Attorney-General  v. 
BuUer  was  cited,  and  the  Court 
did  not  contradict  it,  Jenks  v.Back  - 
house,  1  Binn.  93.**  Note  by  Mr. 
Ingraham,  the  American  editor  of 
Vesey  junior,  to  The  Duke  of  Leeds 
V.  Munda^f  3  Ves.  348. 

And  see  Sir  Thomas  Uttleton*s 
case,  2  Ventr.  35 1 ;  Wynn  v.  Lit- 
tleton,  1  Vern.  3,  and  2  Chan. 
Rep.  51;  Marlowv.Smith,  2  P. 
Wms.  198;  DavU  v.  Gibbs,  3  P. 
Wms.  26 ;  Chester  v.  Chester,  ibid. 
55,  61,  62;  Cashonie  v.  Scarfe,  1 
Atk.  605;  Boafes,  ex  parte,  ibid. 
605,  in  notes;  Timewell  v.  Perkins, 
2  Atk.  102 ;  Pickering  v.  Bowles, 
1  Brown,  C.  C.  193;  Whiteacre, 
ex  parte,  at  the  Rolls,  1807, 1  Sand. 
Uses  and  Trusts,  285 ;  Attorney 
General  v.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  273; 
King  y.  Denison,  1  V.  &  B.  275 ; 
Thompson  V.  Grant,  i  Madd.  438; 
Renvoise  v.  Cooper,  6  Madd.  37 1 ; 
Wall  V,  Bright,  1  Jac.  &  Walk. 
494;  Doe  d.  Bunm/  v.  Rout,  7 
Taunt.  79. 
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Place  t;.  Fagg,  Bart,  and  William  Ashby. 

OASEfor  injury  to  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest  in  certain 
fixtures.  Plea,  not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before  Alexander, 
C.  B.,  at  the  spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  Kent,  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  1000/.,  the  damages  laid 
ID  the  declaration,  to  be  reduced  to  Is.  on  the  defendants' 
withdrawing  from  the  possession,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  upon  the  following  case: — 

Sir  John  Fagg  was  sheriff  of  Kent  in  1 826.  The  other 
defendant  wa»  a  millwright,  and  having  obtained  a  judgment 
against  Joi/i  AshOy,   19  July,  1826,  Viji*fa.  issued  to  the 


By  a  niortsnge 
uf  amill,  the 
stones,  tackli  rig 
and  imple- 
ments neces- 
sary for  the 
working  of  the 
mill  pass  to  the 
mortgagee. 

Under  a  ^. 
fa,  the  sheriff 
cannot  take 
fixtures  in  a 
house,  whereof 
the  freehold  is 
in  the  debtor. 
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sheriiF  of  Kent,  commanding  him  to  levy  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  John  Ashby  600/.  Under  that  writ  the  sheriflF 
seized  the  stones,  tackling  and  implements  of  a  mill,  situ- 
ate, 8u;. ;  which  mill  had  been  built  by  the  defendant,  1Fi7- 
Ham  Ashby,  upon  land  belonging  to  him.  On  the  17th  De- 
cember, 1825,  W.Ashby^  in  consideration  of  900/.  released 
unto  John  Ashby,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  (in  the  actual  pos- 
session, &c.)  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  land  or  ground  situ- 
ate, 8cc.,  containing  by  admeasurement  one  acre  and  nine 
perches,  little  more  or  less ;  and  also  all  that  wind  or  grist- 
mill, and  the  messuage  or  tenement,  dwelling-house  aud 
premises  on  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  land  or  ground,  or 
on  some  part  thereof,  erected  and  built,  together  with  all 
and  singular  out-houses,  &c.,  rights,  members  and  appurte- 
nances whatsoever,  habendum  to  John  Ashby,  his  heirs  and 
assigns.  After  the  execution  of  this  deed  William  Jshby 
delivered  to  John  Ashby  possession  of  the  mill  and  the  mill 
stones  and  the  other  articles  belonging  to  the  mill,  which 
were  afterwards  seized  by  the  defendant.  Sir  John  Fagg, 
William  Ashby  took  from  John  Ashby  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  confess  Judgment,  as  a  security  for  part  of  the  purchase 
money.  On  the  said  17th  December,  1825,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  the  payment  of  an  annuity  of  20/.  per 
annum,  John  Ashby,  in  consideration  of  250/.,  the  purchase 
money  of  the  annuity,  by  indenture,  bargained,  sold  and 
demised  to  the  plaintiff,  all  the  before  mentioned  premises, 
by  the  same  description  as  that  by  which  they  were  conveyed 
by  the  defendant  William  Ashby  to  John  Ashby,  habendum 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  term  of  1000  years,  at  a  pepper  com 
rent  On  the  31st  December,  1825,  in  consideration  of 
the  further  sum  of  550/.,  John  Ashby,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  payment  of  a  further  annuity  to  the  plaintiff, 
by  indenture  declared  that  the  said  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  should  stand  possessed  of  the 
premises,  as  well  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of 
that  annuity,  as  for  securing  the  payment  of  the  former  an- 
nuity. No  memorials  of  the  indentures  of  the  17th  of  De- 
cember, 1825,  and  the  31st  of  December,  1825,  (whereby 
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the  said  annuities  were  granted  to  the  said  plaintiff),  or  1329. 
eitherofthem»  were  produced  or  proved  to  have  been  made 
or  iorolled.  The  money  secured  by  the  warrant  of  attorney 
pven  by  John  Ashby  to  William  Ashhy  not  having  been 
paid  as  agreed  upon,  the  latter  entered  up  judgment  upon 
the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  issued  the Jieri  facias  under 
which  the  mill  stones  and  other  articles  used  with  the  mill 
were  seized  by  the  other  defendant.  Sir  John  Fagg.  Tlic 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  sheriff,  that  he  claimed  the  arti- 
cles seized  under  the  fieri  facias  as  his  property,  by  virtue  of 
the  deed  of  17th  December^  i  825,  whereby  JoA/i  Ashbff 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  the  mill  and  appurtenances.  The 
sheriff,  in  consequence  of  that  notice,  did  not  sell,  but  re* 
tauned  the  same  in  his  possession.  It  was  sworn  and  not 
contradicted  at  the  trial,  by  the  surveyor  who  estimated  the 
value  of  the  premises  on  the  purchase  of  the  first  annuity 
by  the  plaintiff  of  John  Ashby,  that  the  defendant,  William 
Ashby t  went  over  the  mill  with  him,  and  pointed  out  what 
belonged  to  it ;  and  described  the  articles  seized  as  forming 
part  of  the  mill.  And  it  was  also  sworn  and  not  contra- 
dicted, that  the  same  machinery  was  in  the  mill  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  both  the  annuity  deeds  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  was  then  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  and  valuation 
from  the  defendant,  William  Ashby  to  John  Ashby,  and  of 
the  levy  under  the  execution.  The  stones  seized  are  move- 
able articles,  and  such  as  are  usually  valued  between  an 
outgoing  and  in*coming  tenant.  This  evidence  was  ob- 
jected to  by  the  plaintiff,  but  received. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  mill  stones  and  the  other  articles  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration, and  being  in  the  possession  of  John  Ashby,  were 
at  the  time  of  the  seizure  under  the^*.  fa.  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  they 
were,  then  the  verdict  is  to  stand  for  the  plaintiff,  otherwise 
a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered. 

Joshua  Evans,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  question  for  the  con- 
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sideration  of  the  Court  is,  whether  these  articles  did  not  pass 
by  the  convey aDce.  They  were  necessary  for  the  working  of 
the  mill;  they  would,  therefore,  go  to  the  heir,  as  mill  stones 
would  for  the  same  reason.  Com.  Dig.  Biens,  Day  v.  Bi$- 
bitch{a)  and  Archer  v.  Bennett  (6)  were  decided  upon  the 
same  principle.  In  Colegrave  v.  Dias  Santos  (c)  this  Court 
held,  that  by  a  conveyance  of  the  freehold,  fixtures  passed. 
In  Thresher  v.  East  Landcm  Waterworks  Company  {d)  a 
covenant  by  the  tenant  to  repair  the  demised  premises  was 
held  to  extend  to  fixtures.  In  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  90, 
it  is  said,  that  by  the  grant  of  a  mill,  the  mill-stones  will 
pass,  albeit  at  the  time  of  the  grant  it  be  actually  severed 
from  the  mill.  [Parke,  J. — No  authority  is  there  cited; 
but  in  Liford's  ca8e(€)  it  is  said(/),  '*  And  it  is  resolved  in 
14  JH.  8,  «5  b{g),  in  Wystowe'a  case  of  Gray's  Inn,  that  if  a 


(fl)  Cro.  Eliz.  374. 

(6)  1  Levinz,  131,  &  1  Siderfin, 
211.  S.  C. 

(c)  2B.&  C.  76;  3  D.  &  R. 
255. 

(<0  8  B.  &  C.  608;  4  D.  &  R. 
6S. 

(c)  llCo.46,b. 

if)  Ibid.  50,  b. 

(g)  M.  14,  H.  8,  fo.  25,  pi.  6, 
where  the  case  is  thus  reported. 
'*  In  trespass,  brought  b^  WyttoWf  of 
Gray's  Inn,  for  the  taking  of  a  mill- 
stone. To  which  the  defendant 
says,  that  the  Abbot  of  St.  Alban's 
is  seised  of  the  manor  of  Redbome, 
in  the  county,  Sec.  (and)  before  the 
trespass,  and  at  the  time  was  seis- 
ed of  the  said  manor  in  fee,  ''  ut 
in  jure  dom&s,"  and  that  the  said 
Wy$tow  held  a  house  of  the  said 
abbot,  as  of  the  said  manor,  by 
certain  service  and  suit  to  the  mill 
of  the  said  abbot  within  the  said 
manor ;  and  for  not  doing  of  suit, 
he  distrained  the  said  millstone. 
To  which  the  plamtifF said,  the  said 
millstone  was  fixed  to  a  great  piece 


of  timber,  *'  cum  clavis  et  asseri- 
bus,"  &c.;  so  that,  (a  sa  pretence,) 
according  to  his  own  pretence,  he 
could  not  take  that  as  distress. 

BrudnelL — ^Your  plea  is  not  good. 
Notwithstanding  that  it  was  fixed 
to  a  piece  of  timber,  still  be  can 
take  them  as  a  distress.  Butif  yoa 
will  aid  yourself  upon  your  matter, 
you  must  shew  that    within  the 
said  house  you  had  a  horse-mill, 
which  was  annexed   to  the  said 
house,  and  that  the  said  millstone 
was  parcel  of  the  mill.   Wherefore 
he  did  so.    To  which  the  defend- 
ant said,  that  the  stone  was  se- 
vered from  the  mill ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  milbtone  was  raised  for  the 
purpose  of  being  picked,   at  the 
time  of  the  distress.  Wherefore,&c. 
And  it  was  held,  that  notwithstand- 
ing that  it  was  severed,  it  could 
not  be  distrained,  for  it  remained 
parcel  of  the  mill  for  all  the  time 
it  lay  upon  the  other  stone.     And 
notwithstanding   this  was    raised 
up  to  be  picked  and  belt,  it  is  still 
parcel  of  the  mill ;  as  one  cannot 


Place 
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man  has  a  horsemill,  and  the  miller  take  the  millstone  out  of        1899. 

the  mill  to  the  intent  to  pick  it,  to  grind  the  better,  although 

it  is  actually  severed  from  the  mill,  yet  it  remains  parcel  of        *  v? 

the  mill  as  if  it  had  been  always  lying  upon  the  other  stone ;        ^^^^' 

and  by  consequence,  by  the  lease  or  conveyance  of  the  mill 

it  shall  pass  with  it.^     In  fVynne  v.  Ingelby  {a)  it  was  held, 

that  the  fixtures  of  a  house  could  not  be  taken  in  execution. 

The  King  v.  Topping  (b)  confirms  the  former  decisions. 

Hutchinson,  contrsk.  The  old  rule  is  now  much  relaxed, 
and  whatever  may  be  removed  by  the  tenant  may  be  taken 
in  execution.  [Bayley,  J.  Does  not  Elwes  v.  Mawe  (c) 
bring  you  back  to  the  old  authorities  ?]  Any  thing  which 
the  tenant  might  remove,  or  which  might  have  been  sold  to 
an  in-coming  tenant  may  be  taken  under  a  fi.fa»  Secondly,  • 
it  does  not  appear  that  possession  was  delivered  under  the 
deed.  # 

Bay  LEY,  J. — Fixtures  which  the  tenant  has  a  right  to 
remove,  may  be  treated  as  chattels  in  a  proceeding  against 
the  tenant ;  but  as  against  the  owner  of  the  estate,  they  are 
part  of  the  freehold.  No  delivery  of  the  fixtures  under  the 
mortgage  was  necessary;  for  the  reason  already  stated, 
they  passed  with  the  land. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiff. 

distrain   windows  or  dours,  not-  so  of  the  windows,  doors,   &c.*' 

withstanding  ihat  they  hang  upon  The  reporter  adds,  "  Query,  of  a 

liooksy  and  are  removable.      And  smith's  auvil,  for  it  seems  ail  one, 

Fiizkerberi    said,    that    notwith-  if  it  be  that  which  he  uses  in  his 

standii^  they  take  a  millstone  into  trade,  (ceo  sur  que  il  occupie,)not- 

tlie   lioose  to  be  picked,  and  re-  withstanding  it  may  be  off  the 

inove   it  from  the  hearth  unto  the  stock." 

floor,  still  the  lord  cannot  distrain  (a)  5  B.  &  A.  6^5 ;  1  D.  &  R. 

this,  because  it  is  a  thing  for  the  247. 

comiDon  weal;  but  if  there  were  (6)  M*Cleland  &  Younge,  551. 

another  millstone  lying  there,  he  (c)  3  East,  38. 
may  well  enough  distrain  that,  and 
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Blades  t;.  Free,  Executor  of  Clark. 

The  continued  ASSUMPSIT.     The  eleventh  count  stated,  that  the  tes- 

penlon^of  con-  ^^r,  in  his  life-time,  resided  with  one  Mary  as  his  wife, 

tracts  made  by  and  divers  his  children  and  servants,  and  was  about  to 

a  woman  depart  this  realm  and  go  to  the  East  Indies;  and  there- 

whom  he  holds  „p^,n  j„  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would,  after  sucb 
out  to  the  ^     *  I         .     «j^  1         J 

worid  as  bis      departure^  supply  to  the  order  of  the  said  Mary  such  goods, 

Mrics^o'15^^  for  the  use  of  the  said  Mary  and  the  said  children  and 

by  her  for  the   servants,  as  the  said  Mary  should  reasonably  require,  he 

mily,  is  not  ~    ^^  ^^^  defendant  undertook  8lc.,  that  he  Clark  would 

evidence  of  a  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  same.  Averment,  that  plainliff 
contract  by        *,.•;  ;      ,  .,   __  .,  .  ,  .  •  .     u 

him  that  Ins      clid  supply  the  Said  Mary  with  certain  goods,  which  she 

iTbfe  f 'r^*  ^  reasonably  required,  for  the  use  of  her  the  said  Afary  and 
cessariesor-  the  said  children  and  servants,  being  then  and  there  of 
after  his^death  K""®^^  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  8lc.  Averment  of  non- 
and  supplied  payment  by  the  said  Mary,  or  by  *lhe  testator  or  the  de- 
man  before  he  fondant.     The  twelfth  count  varied  from  the  eleventh  by 

has  notice  of  inserting,  as  a  restriction  of  the  promise,  *'  until  reasonable 
that  event.  ^   ,     ^.  ,  .  ,.  .  .  ,       ,      ,  i  i 

and  lawful  notice  to  discontinue  such  supply  should  be 

given  to  the  plaintiff;"  and  averring  that  the  goods  were 
supplied  before  any  reasonable  or  lawful  notice  had  been 
given  to  the  plaintiff  to  discontinue  such  supply.  The 
thirteenth  count  stated  the  consideration  to  be  the  supply 
of  goods  until  the  return  of  the  testator,  or  notice  from 
him  to  discontinue  the  supply;  or,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
the  testator  after  his  departure,  without  having  returned 
them,  until  the  plaintiff  should  reasonably  have  notice  of 
the  death  of  the  testator.  Averment,  that  Clark  had  not 
returned  or  given  notice  to  discontinue  the  supply,  and 
that  the  goods  were  furnished  before  the  plaintiff  had  notice 
of  the  death  of  Clark.  The  declaration  also  contained 
counts  for  goods  sold,  &c.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tax- 
terden,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster  after  Michael- 
mas term,  1827,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  special  counts,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
upon  the  following  case: — 
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George  Ward  Clark,  the  deceased  testator,  during  the  1829. 
year  18£2,  and  until  January,  1823,  resided  upon  his  own 
freehold  at  Kensall  Green,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  ^  v. 
with  Afary  Steers,  who  dwelt  with  him  as  his  wife,  and  ^*^^' 
passed  by  his  name,  but  was  not,  in  fact,  married  to  him, 
and  their  children  and  servants.  In  January,  1823,  Clark 
went  to  India,  leaving  Mary  Steers  and  family  on  the  pre- 
mises at  Kensall  Green,  who  continued  to  deal  with  the 
plaintiff  and  other  tradesmen,  and  resided  there  until  the 
end  of  August,  1825.  During  the  residence  of  Clark  at 
Kensall  6reen«  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  departure  from 
England,  he  dealt  upon  credit  with  the  plaintiff  and  other 
tradesmen  for  articles  supplied  for  the  use  of  himself  and 
his  said  family,  the  orders  being  given  by  Mary  Steers,  and 
the  goods  being  paid  for  by  Clark  at  certain  periods  after 
delivery.  The  plaintiff  continued  to  supply  goods  in  the 
way  of  his  trade  to  the  order  of  Mary  Steers,  for  the  use 
of  herself  and  the  said  family,  from  January,  1823,  until 
the  end  of  August,  1825.  The  goods  for  which  this  action 
was  brought  were  so  supplied  between  October,  1824,  and 
May,  1825.  Clark  died  in  India  on  the  31st  of  December, 
1824,  without  having  returned  to  this  country.  The  de- 
fendant paid  to  the  plaintiff,  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  the  sum  of  7L,  being  the  value  of  so  much  of 
the  goods  as  were  supplied  up  to  and  including  the  31st  of 
December,  1824.  In  August,  1825,  intelligence  of  the 
death  of  Clark  reached  England,  and  was  communicated 
to  the  plaintiff. 

F,  Kelly,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  Court  may  come  to  the 
conclusion  which  the  jury  might  have  drawn  from  the  facts 
stated,  and  the  question  here  is,  whether  Clark  did  not 
contract  to  pay  for  goods  which  should  be  furnished  before 
the  arrival  of  a  countermand.  [Bayley,  J.  Suppose  she 
had  been  his  wife  ?]  This  is  a  stronger  case  than  that  of  a 
wife,  because  it  is  more  probable  that  a  wife  would  be 
provided  for.     The  real  question  is,  what  was  the  original 
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I82d.        contract.     If  a  contract  had  been  made  in  express  terms, 
to  the  effect  that  the  testator  would  pay  until  notice,  that 
contract  would  not  be  rescinded  by  the  act.     IParke,  J. 
Suppose  she  had  gone  away,  and  cohabited  with  another 
man,  would  Clark  have  been  liable  for  goods  afterwards 
ordered  by  her?   Should  you  not  have  stated  the  qualifica- 
tion?    You  are  to  expressi  in  legal  language,  the  terms  of 
the  implied  contract.     One  restriction  would  be  as  long  as 
she  conducted  herself  as  his  wife.     He  only  undertook  to 
pay  as  long  as  she  conducted  herself  properly.]     That  re- 
striction would  have  been  raised  by  law.     {^Parke,  J.  The 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  common  counts  by  reason 
of  the  testator's  death.     If  an  express  contract  had  been 
made  in  the  terms  of  the  thirteenth  count,  the  testator 
would  not  have  been  discharged,  even  by  adultery.]    In 
support  of  the  eleventh  count  it  should  be  observed,  that 
this  is  not  merely  an  authority  to  trust  Mary  Steers  as  his 
wife.     The  liability  does  not  arise  wholly  out  of  his  repre- 
senting her  as  his  wife.     If  an  authority  would  be  deter- 
mined by  death,  a  contract  would  not  be  so  determined  (a). 
Death,  without  notice,  does  not  avoid  acts  done  by  virtue 
even  of  a  mere  authority,  MacdormeU  v.  Macdonnell  (b). 
[Parke,  J.  If  the  rule  contended  for  could  be  established, 
there  would  in  every  case  be  a  contract  to  ratify  the  act  of  the 
agent  until  notice  of  the  death.]  If  the  plaintiff  bad  sued  her, 
she  might  have  said  that  the  supplies  were  not  furnished 
on  her  credit.     [Bayleif,  J.  She  would  have  falsely  repre- 
sented herself,  and  thereby  rendered  herself  liable.    If  she 

(a)  Inter  causas  omittendi  man-  see  the  Digest,  17, 1,  58;  Pothier, 
dati  etiam  mors  mandatoris  est :  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Change,  pait. 
nam  mandatum  solvitur  morte:  J,  chap.  6,  art.  ],  §  168;  iO  Ass. 
si  tamen  per  ignorantiam  impletam  fo.  249*  pi.  38 ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  Few- 
est, competere  actionem  utilitatis  mcnt,(S.)l;.  Tate  v.  Hilberi,  S  Vtss. 
caas&  dicitur.  Julianas  quoque  jun.  118;  Pye  ex  porte^  18  Ves- 
scripsit,  mandatoris  morte  solvi  140,  9, 6 ;  Snaith  v.  3fin^ay,  1 M. 
mandatum:  sed  obligationem  ali-  &S.95;  Wynnev.ThomaSfWiWeSj 
quando  durare.  Dig.  17,  1,  26.  565;  CtUlsy. Perkins,  ISMassach. 

(^)  Buck's  Reports,  399.    And  Rep.  210. 
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had  been  the  testator's  wife,  it  would  have  been  the  same         1BS9. 
thing.] 


Bayley,  J. — A  man  may  undoubtedly  make  a  contract 
which  shall  bind  his  estate  after  his  death,  for  the  price  of 
goods  supplied  by  the  order  of  his  wife  or  of  his  mistress, 
given  after  his  death.  Here  the  contract  is  not  express  but 
implied.  The  utmost  which  the  law  would  imply  in  this 
case  would  be,  that  as  the  testator  permitted  this  woman 
to  appear  as  his  wife,  or  the  mother  of  his  children  and  the 
mistress,  of  his  family,  his  executor  was  not  at  liberty .  to 
deny  that  she  had  authority  to  bind  his  estate  to  the  same 
extent  that  a  lawful  wife  might  have  done.  A  wife  would 
have  had  authority  to  pledge  her  husband's  credit  under 
such  circumstances  during  his  life,  but  the  authority  would 
have  been  revoked  by  death. .  It  has  been  urged  that  this 
would  be  a  hardship  upon  the  tradesman  in  the  case  of  a 
wife,  and  still  more  so  where  the  orders  are  given  by  a 
mistress.  But  a  tradesman  who  gives  credit  does  so  at  his 
peril,  and  must  be  presumed  to  know  the  legal  conse- 
qaei!ices,  and  that  if  the  husband  is  dead,  at  the  time. he 
receives  the  order,  he  has  no  remedy  for  his  debt.  If, 
notwUfastanding  this,  he  chooses  to  trust,  it  must  be  taken 
that  he  is  willing  to  run  that  risk.  On  the  other  hand,  he 
may  desire  to  have  an  express  contract,  or  decline  giving 
further  credit  without  a  written  authority.  The  husband 
may  give  the  wife  a  written  authority  to  obtain  goods^  at 
reasonable  prices  after  his  death.  If  the  tradesman  does 
not  get  such  an  authority,  or  see  it  in  the  hands  of  the  wife, 
he  acts  at  his  own  peril.  He  ought  to  take  care  to  protect 
himself  against  such  a  contingency.  Mary  Steers  possessed 
the  ordinary  authority  of  a  wife,  but  nothing  further;  and 
on  the  death  of  Clark  that  authority  wholly  ceased. 

Little  DALE,  J. — ^The  only  question  between  these  par- 
ties is,  what  contract  the  law  implies  from  the  conduct  of 
the  testator,  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had 
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any  personal  communication  either  with  the  testator  or 
with  Mary  Steers,  This  is  not  to  be  considered  as  one 
continuing  contract;  a  separate  contract  arose  between 
them  upon  the  delivery  of  each  article.  The  adoption  by 
the  testator  of  each  successive  contract  merely  authorised 
the  tradesman  to  go  on  as  before.  The  testator  then  goes 
abroad  and  dies,  and  there  the  authority  ends.  No  action 
can,  therefore,  be  maintained  for  the  price  of  those  goods 
which  were  supplied  after  the  testator's  death.  The  trades- 
man ought  to  receive  ready  money,  unless  he  chooses  to 
run  the  risk  of  its  turning  out  that  the  party  is  dead  at  the 
time  the  goods  are  ordered. 

ParkE|  J. — Unless  the  plaintiff  can  make  out  a  contract 
with  the  testator,  it  is  clear  that  he  cannot  recover  under 
the  present  action.  This  indeed  was  admitted  in  the 
course  of  the  argument.  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  contract 
whatever  has  been  proved.  The  utmost  that  can  be  said 
is,  that  the  testator  authorised  the  plaintiff  to  treat  with 
Mary  Steers  as  if  she  had  been  the  testator's  wife.  This 
would  give  her  an  implied  power  to  bind  him  as  a  wife 
could  have  done,  for  necessaries  only.  The  authority  was 
given  only  during  the  life  of  the  party.  But  the  plaintiff 
can  recover  only  upon  such  a  contract  as  was  stated  io  one 
of  the  counts  of  the  declaration.  Upon  the  implied  autho* 
rity  given  in  this  case,  the  testator  Would  be  liable  only  for 
necessaries ;  whereas  the  contract  stated  in  the  declaration 
contains  no  such  restriction. 

Postea  to  the  defendant. 
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Sweeting  v.  Halse.  v^v-^^ 

Assumpsit  by  drawer  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  for  On  the  day 
\51L,  dated  2,6  March^  1826,  payable  two  months  after  ceptancebe- 

iute.     At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenierden,  C.  J.,  at  the  cp™«»  ^^e, 

i»7  •  i.        .         T-.  t      /.  11  ^°®  name  of 

Sittings  at  Westminster  after  last  Easter  term,  the  follow-  the  acceptor  is 

iog  facts  appeared.     The  plaintiff  being  possessed  of  137/.  n^contract 
4  per  cents.,  sold  out  at  the  request  of  defendant,  and  lent  between  the 
him  the  proceeds,  being  150/.;  to  secure  which  the  bill  Jhe*3Siwer' 
declared  upon  was  accepted  by  defendant,  and  purported  ^bo  is  also 

•_      ^  .  XT  \  /         t.  the  holder,  is 

to  DC  drawn  by  one  Hammond,  now  supposed  to  be  a  indorsed  on 

fictitious  person.     On  the  day  before  this  bill  became  due,  ^^  ^'**'  ^^\  ** 

.     .^  .  .  .     not  stamped, 

the  plaintiff  was  prevailed  upon  to  renew  the  bill  for  six  The  iurv  can- 
months.    The  above  acceptance  was  struck  through,  and  "^^j^ment  ^ 
the  following  was  indorsed  on  the  bill: —  for  the  purpose 

"  £151.  London,  May  28th,  1826.      ibX^tK"^ 

Six  months  after  date  pay  to  me  or  my  order  the  sum  of  acceptance 
1        11        1  i*i.  1  1  /.  was  struck  out 

one  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  stock,  new  four  per  cents.,  with  the  draw- 

for  value  received.  ®'''*  assent. 

To  Mr.  HaUe,         -  J.  W.  Sweeting. 

6C},  Great  Titchfield  Street,  Accepted, 

London.  J.  Habe.*' 

The  action  was  commenced  in  Hilary  term,  1827,  but 
the  declaration  contained  no  count  upon  this  substituted 
contract.     It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  original  contract  having  been  rescinded,  the  plain- 
tiff' was  bound   to  resort  to  the  substituted  contract.    It 
was  answered,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  assuming 
that  the  plaintiff  had  assented  to  the  cancellation  of  the 
acceptance,  which  however  did  not  appear,   that  assent 
must  have  proceeded  upon  the  supposition  that  an  avail- 
able security  had  been  substituted;  whereas  here  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  defendant  had  performed  the  condition 
upon   which  the  supposed  cancellation  had  proceeded,  or 
that  he  was  compellable  to  fulfil  the  second  engagement, 
no  evidence  of  that  engagement  being  receivable  for  want 
of  a  stamp.    The  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury,  that  if 
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they  were  of  opinion  that  the  acceptance  had  been  can- 
celled with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  new  contract 
substituted^  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  seek  his  remedy 
under  the  new  agreement;  and  that  in  the  present  action 
their  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant.  Leave  was, 
however,  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  for  a  rule  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  the  bill,  if  the  jury^  under  this 
direction,  should  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Such 
a  verdict  having  been  found.  Sir  J.  Scarlett,  in  the  follow- 
ing term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  or  for  a  new  trial. 


Campbell  and  Barstow  now  shewed  cause.  In  Heed  v. 
Deere  (a)  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  two  written  agree- 
ments, the  first  of  which  only  was  stamped.  The  second 
agreement,  which  was  also  declared  upon,  varied  mate- 
rially from  the  first;  and  the  Court  held,  that  though  the 
second  agreement  could  not  be  read  to  support  the  decla- 
ration, it  might  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  the  first  was  altered  by  it.  The  only  difference 
between  that  case  and  the  present  is,  that  here  the  plaintiff 
has  no  count  upon  the  second  agreement,  which,  as  far  as 
it  goes,  makes  the  present  case  stronger  against  the  plain- 
tiff than  Reed  v.  Deere.  As  the  instrument  here  declared 
upon  appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  cancelled,  it  lay  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  explain  that  circumstance.  If  it  should  be 
urged  that  the  objection  amounts  to  accord  without  satis- 
faction, the  answer  is,  that  accord  without  satisfaction  is  a 
bad  plea  only  where  there  has  been  a  prior  default;  before 
default,  a  promise  may  be  discharged  by  parol. 


Sir  J.  Scarlett  and  Chitty,  contrd.  The  defendant  seeks 
to  relieve  himself  from  one  contract  by  setting  up  another, 
which  he  has  equally  broken.  He  cannot  discharge  him- 
self from  the  first,  by  reason  of  the  substituted  contract, 
without  shewing  that  he  has  performed  it,  or  at  least  that 

(fl)  r  B.&C.  261. 
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he  has  given  the  plaintiff  an  available  remedy.  Roe  d.  Earl 
Berkeley  v.  Archbishop  of  York  (a).  Then  the  second  in- 
strument cannot  operatCi  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  because  it  is  drawn  not  for 
money,  but  for  stock,  and  it  cannot  be  made  available  for 
any  purpose  for  want  of  a  stamp,  Wilson  v.  Vysar,  (6).  A 
third  objection  to  this  second  agreement  is,  that  the  first 
contract  having  been  broken,  could  not  be  discharged  by 
accord  without  satisfaction. 

Lord  Tentbbden,  C.J. — In  Reedv.  Deere  the  Court 
looked  at  the  second  instrument  for  the  purpose  of  satis- 
fying themselves  whether  the  first  agreement  was  thereby 
varied.  Here  the  jury  were  allowed  to  look  at  the  un- 
stamped agreement,  and  the  jury,  with  a  knowledge  of  the 
fiict  that  the  plaintiff  was  party  to  an  instrument  purport- 
ing to  be  a  security  for  the  same  sum,  were  required  to 
say  whether  the  first  security  had  been  cancelled  with  the 
assent  of  the  plaintiff.  The  jury  were  placed  in  a  situation 
in  which  they  might,  and  probably  did,  infer  the  fact  of 
assent  from  the  contents  of  an  unstamped  agreement 
Thb  could  not  be  legally  done. 

Bayi^ey,  J.  concurred. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.  was  absent. 

Parke,  J. — There  was  some  evidence  of  the  assent  of 

ibe  plaintiff  to  the  cancellation  of  the  bill,  independently 

of  the  unstamped  agreement.    As,  however,  the  jury  may 

liaTe  arrived  at  that  conclusion,  under  the  influence  of  their 

knowledge  of  the  particulars  of  the  second  agreement,  from 

an    inspection  of  the  unstamped  indorsement,   I  am  of 

opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  though  I  should 

have  been  satisfied  with  the  verdict  whieh  the  jury  have 

(a)  6  East,  86.  (6)  4  Taunt.  S88. 

voi^^  av.  u 
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1829.        given,  if  the  uDstamped  agreement  had  not  been  laid  before 
Sweeting      *eni  {a). 


y, 
Halse. 


Rule  absolute, 
(a)  Vide  Doe  d.  Lord  Teynham  v.  R(^9er,  6  Biogh.  561. 


Issne  on  justi- 
fication; and  a 
new  assign- 
mention  which 
judgment  is 
suffered  by  de- 
fault.   Upon 
a  verdict  for 
the  defendant 
on  the  issue, 
he  is  entitled 
to  the  whole 
costs  of  the 
trial,  pro- 
vided no  other 
plea  covering 
the  trespasses 
newly  assigned 
be  found  for 
the  plainufT. 
Where  the 
general  issue  is 
on  the  record, 
and  the  de- 
fendant means 
to  suffer  judg- 
ment by  de- 
fault on  a  new 
assignment,  so 
much  of  the 
general  issue 
as  applies  to 
the  trespasses 
newly  assigned 
should  be 
withdrawn. 


Cross  v.  Johnson  and  others. 

Declaration  in  trespass,  stating  that  defendsDts 
broke  and  entered  plaintiff's  close,  destroyed  the  gates, 
spoiled  the  lierbage,  broke  down  the  trees  and  hedges, 
filled  up  a  fishpond,  and  pulled  down  an  outhouse.  Plea; 
first,  not  guilty,  generally.  Secondly,  a  right  of  common  for 
all  cattle  over  the  locus  in  quo,  by  the  custom  of  the  maoor, 
in  respect  of  a  customary  messuage.  Thirdly,  a  right  of  way 
over  the  locus  in  quo.  Replication,  joining  issue  on  the 
plea  of  not  guilty ;  taking  issue  on  the  right  of  common  and 
right  of  way;  and  new  assigning  that  defendants  committed 
the  trespasses  on  other  occasions  and  for  other  purposes 
than  those  in  the  pleas  mentioned,  and  to  a  greater  extent 
and  with  more  force  and  violence  than  was  necessary,  and 
in  other  parts  of  the  close  out  of  the  way  in  the  third  plea 
mentioned.  Rejoinder,  joining  issue  upon  the  denial  of  the 
right  of  common  and  right  of  way ;  the  defendant  at  the 
same  time  withdrawing  the  plea  of  not  guilty  so  far  as  related 
to  the  new  assignment,  and  suffering  judgment  by  default 
thereto.  At  the  trial  before  Alexander,  C.B.,  at  the  Cam- 
bridgeshire assizes,  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
plea  of  not  guilty,  with  one  shilling  damages;  for  the  plain- 
tiff also  upon  the  issue  on  the  right  of  common;  for  the  de- 
fendants upon  the  issue  on  the  right  of  way;  and  assessed 
the  damages  upon  the  new  assignment  at  51.  Upon  tax- 
ation the  master  allowed  the  defendants  the  costs  of  the 
issues  (6),  and  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  executing  a  writ  of 
inquiry. 


(b)  Where  the  costs  in  the  cause 
are  adjudged  to  the  defendant,  and 
to  the  plaintiff  costs  on  the  issues 
found  for  him,  the  costs  of  the 


issues,  except  in  replevin,  include 
only  the  costs  of  the  pleadings. 
Oihir  V.  Calvert,  1  Bii^h.  275. 
S.  C.  8J.  B.  Moore,  239. 
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J3*  Andrews,  in  the  course  of  last  term,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  the  master  to  review  his  taxation,  and  to  allow  the 
plaintiff  his  full  costs  of  the  cause,  less  the  costs  of  the 
issue  found  for  the  defendant. 

F.  Kelly,  who  now  appeared  to  shew  cause,  was  stopped 
by  the  Court,  who  desired  to  hear 

J3.  Andrews  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  plaintiff  b 
entitled  to  his  costs,  because  he  could  not  have  recovered 
damages  without  going  to  trial.  It  is  true  the  defendants 
bad  withdrawn  their  plea  of  not  guilty,  so  far  as  related  to 
the  trespasses  newly  assigned,  and  had  suffered  judgment 
by  default  upon  the  new  assignment;  but  still  the  plaintiff 
could  not,  upon  these  pleadings,  have  recovered  upon  a 
writ  of  inquiry  the  damages  to  which  it  is  clear  he  was 
entitled.  If  the  plaintiff  had  proved  before  the  sheriff,  as  the 
verdict  shews  he  did  at  the  trial,  that  the  defendants  had  com- 
mitted trespasses  more  in  number,  or  with  greater  violence, 
than  was  necessary  for  the  assertion  of  their  right  of  way, 
still  the  sheriff's  jury  could  not  have  awarded  him  the  5h 
damages  which  be  obtained  at  the  trial,  because  the  answer 
to  such  evidence  would  have  been,  that  such  trespasses 
were  justified  by  the  plea  of  the  right  of  common  (a),  which 
plea  had  not  been  disposed  of.     Such  being  the  case. 
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(a)  Tbe  new  assignment  is  an 
ertSon  that  tbe  trespasses  therein 
mentioned,  though  apparently  co- 
vered by  the  plea,  were  not  really 
soy  J  Wms.  Saund.  300,  a.,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  quae  est  eadem 
is  false,  and  the  nil  dicit  to  the 
new  assignment  admits  this  to  be 
the  case.  This  admission,  how- 
erer,  does  not  affect  the  answer 
gireo  CO  the  whole  declaration  by 
a  plea  of  not  guilty.  Vickers  ▼. 
G^Wmort,  9  M.  &  P.  359;  5 
Bingb.  t96 ;  post,  294,  n.  Where, 
therefore,  the  defendant  pleads  no- 
thing to  the  new  assignment,  hut 


suffers  the  plea  of  the  general  issue 
to  stand  to  the  whole  dedaradon, 
the  proper  entry  seems  to  be  ^*  And 
as  to  the  trespasses  above  newly 
assigned,  the  defendant  says  no* 
thing  ,/tfr/Aer  in  bar  or  preclusion 
of  the  siud  action  of  the  said  plain- 
tiff, in  respect  of  the  said  trespasses 
so  above  newly  assigned.''  Orthus^ 
<'  And  the  said  defendant  as  to  the 
trespasses  above  newly  assigned, 
says  as  before  that  he  is  not  guilty 
thereof,  modo  et  form^;"  without 
any  judgment  or  award  of  venire 
tam  quam. 

U  2 
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Longden  v.  Bourn  (a)  is  a  direct  authority  to  shew  that  the 
plaintiff  here  is  entitled  to  his  costs.  That  was  an  action 
of  trespass  for  cutting  down  trees.  The  pleas  were,  first, 
not  guilty ;  and  secondly,  a  justification  that  the  trees  ob- 
structed a  highway.  The  replication  joined  issue  on  the 
plea  of  not  guilty,  took  issue  on  the  plea  of  highway,  and  new 
assigned  cutting  down  trees  extra  viam.  The  defendant 
joined  issue  on  the  replication  to  the  special  plea,  and  suf- 
fered judgment  by  default  on  the  new  assignment  The 
jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue 
on  the  special  plea,  and  assessed  damages  on  the  new  as- 
signment, it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  full 
costs,  except  upon  the  issue  on  the  special  plea,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  costs  even  on  that  issue. 
That  decision  is  expressly  in  point.  He  also  cited  House 
V,  The  Treasurer  of  the  Thames  Navigation  (6). 


LiTTLEDALE,  J.  (c). — I  entertain  no  doubt  upon  this 
case.  The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  whole 
declaration,  and  also  several  pleas  of  justification,  the  issue 
upon  one  of  whicK  was  found  for  them.  The  plaintiff  new 
assigned  that  the  defendants  committed  the  trespasses  for 
other  and  different  purposes,  and  with  more  force  and 
violence  than  was  necessary.  The  defendants  then  with- 
drew their  plea  of  pot  guilty  so  far,  and  suffered  judgment 
by  default  as  to  the  new  assignment.  Now  the  defendants 
having  pleaded  a  justification  to  the  whole  declaration,  and 


(a)  1B.&C.878.  Longden  V. 
Bourn  is  very  briefly  reported,  and 
none  of  the  authorities  seem  to 
have  been  there  brought  uuder  the 
consideration  of  the  Court. 

(6)  6  J.  B.  Moore,  334;  3  Brod. 
&  Bingh.  1 17.  The  ground  of  the 
decision  there  was,  that  the  plain- 
ti£f  was  bound  to  go  to  trial,  in 
order  to  get  rid  of  the  plea  of  not 
guilty.  But  in  Griffiths  v.  Davidy 
8  T.  R.  466,  where  there  was  to 


one  count  in  trespass,  and  sereral 
pleas  in  justification,  on  which  issues 
were  taken ;  new  assignment,  as 
to  which  judgment  by  default;  ail 
the  issues  found  for  the  defendant: 
'Held,  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  those  issues. 
See  also  Fo$im  v.  Stanwmff  5  East, 
261;  1  Smith,  499;  Thomtom  v. 
Williamon,  post,  S93,(a). 
(c)  Bayley,  J.  was  absent. 
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faaviog  had  the  issue  joined  upon  that  justification  found         i829. 
for  them,  would  of  course  have  been  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  action,  except  for  the  new  assignment.     But  the 
defendants  suffered  judgment  by  default  as  to  the  new 
assignment,  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  go  to 
trial  upon  the  new  assignment,  and  might  have  recovered 
before  the  sheriff's  jury  all  that  he  recovered  at  the  trial. 
It  is  said  that  damages  were  given  at  the  trial  upon  the 
new  assignment  which  could  not  have  been  given  by  the 
sheriff's  jury,  and  the  apparent  difficulty  in  the  case  arises 
upon  that  argument.    But  I  think  the  case  may  be  con- 
sidered in  the  same  light  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  first  set  out 
in  his  declaration  all  the  alleged  trespasses,  and  had  then 
averred  that  the  defendants,  pretending  to  exercise  rights 
of  way  and  common,  committed  other  trespasses  not  neces- 
sary for  those   purposes.     Suppose   the   defendants  had 
pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  trespasses  mentioned  in  the  first 
part  of  the  count,  and  had  also  justified  these  trespasses, 
and  had  suffered  judgment  by  default  as  to  the  residue,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  the  defendants  had  obtained  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of 
justification,  the  verdict  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty  would 
have  been  immaterial,  because  the  plea  of  justification 
would  have  covered  all  the  trespasses  in  the  first  part  of 
the  count.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  I  ever  saw  a  decla- 
ration 80  framed,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  upon  a  decla- 
ration so  framed,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  might  have  reco- 
vered on  a  writ  of  inquiry  all  the  damages  which  he  reco- 
vered at  the  trial,  and  therefore  that  he  would  not  have 
been  entitled  to  the  costs  of  a  trial.    Thornton  v.  William- 
son {a)  is  a  very  similar  case  to  the  present. 

{a)  IS  Bast,  191.    Trespass,  for  and  new  assigning  extra  viam,  &c., 

entering  a  messuage  and  yard,  &c.  to  which  there  was  judgment  by 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty,  as  to  the  default.    Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

force  and  arms;  secondly,  a  justifi-  on  the  first  special  issue,  damages 

cation  by  a  right  of  way  a/ tiZ/^imei;  one    shilling;    and   for  the  de- 

aadthiidly,  a  like  justification  in  fendant  on  the  \i  et  armis,  and 

tk  day  time.    Replication,  taking  on  the  second  spedal  issue :  and 

issue  on  the  two  rights  of  way,  nominal    damages    assessed    on 
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Parke,  J. — It  would  have  been  competent  to  a  sheriff^s 
jury  to  have  entertained  the  whole  question  between  thes^ 
parties.     In  order  to  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  or  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial,  it  is  necessary 
to  look  at  the  postea.     Now  the  postea  in  this  case  shews 
that  all  the  issues,  that  is,  all  which  this  jury  were  impanelled 
to  try,  were  found  in  favour  of  the  defendants.    A  verdict 
on  any  one  issue  going  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  entitles 
a  party  to  the  whole  costs.     Here  the  defendants  had  a 
verdict  on  one  issue  which  went  to  the  whole  cause  of 
action.     They  are  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  on  the 
whole  record,  and  they  are  therefore  also  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  trial.     This  rule,  consequently,  must  be  dis- 
charged.    Thornton  v.  Williamson  is  an  authority  in  support 
of  this  decision. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 


the  new  assignment : — Held,  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
the  general  costs  of  the  trial,  be- 
cause the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged 
to  go  to  trial,  but  should  have  let 
judgment  go  by  defaalt  on  the 
issue  upon  the  limited  right  of  way> 
which  was  found  against  him.  In 
Harber  v.  Rand,  9  Price,  336, 
where  to  trespass  quare  clausum 
fregit  the  defendant  pleaded  a  pub- 
lic highway  over  the  locus  in  quo, 
and  the  plaintiff  new  assigned  extra 
viam,  on  which  the  defendant  suf- 
fered judgment  by  default,  and  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  issue,  and  damages 
were  assessed  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  new  assignment,  the  Court  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  more  costs  than  damages.  But 
where  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty 
to  the  whole  declaration,  and  justi- 
fied as  to  part  of  the  trespasses,  and 
plaintiff  newly  assigned,  to  which 


defendant  suffered  judgment  bj 
default,  plaintiff  being  bound  to 
go  down  to  trial  to  get  rid  of  the 
general  issue,  which  would  othet- 
wise  bar  his  whole  action,  was  en- 
titled to  his  full  costs  of  the  trial, 
although  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  upon  the  special 
pleas,  which  covered  part  of  the 
trespasses,  the  costs  of  such  issues 
being  deducted,  but  not  allowed  to 
defendants.  Booth  v.  Ibboium,  1 
Y.  &  J.  354. 

(a)  Upon  a  record  framed  as 
above,  the  defendant  would  at  nisi 
prius  be  entitled  to  begin,  and,  if 
the  plaintiff  called  evidence,  to 
have  the  general  reply.  In  Rut  v. 
Rogers  and  others,  which  was  tres- 
pass for  entering  the  plaintiff's  yard, 
the  defendants,  without  a  plea  of 
not  guilty,  justified  under  various 
rights  of  way.  The  plaintiff'  new 
assigned,  and  the  defendants  suf- 
fered judgment  by  defiiult  on  the 
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Dew  assignment.  Upon  the  trial 
before  Lord  Tenterdeny  C.  J.,  at 
Guildhall,  2Sd  December,  1830, 
the  defendants'  claim  to  begin  was 
resisted,  on  the  groand  that  the 
plaintiff  had  to  prove  his  damages. 
His  lordship  ruled  that  this  cir- 
cumstance made  no  material  dif- 


ference, and  directed  that  the  de- 
fendants should  begin .  The  plain- 
tiff having  called  evidence,  the  de- 
fendants' counsel  replied,  and  ob- 
tained a  verdict.  Counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  CampbeUy  F.  FoUqck,  and 
Cockburn;  for  the  defendants,  Sir 
J.  Scarlett  and  Manning. 
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Hardy  v.  Ryle,  Esq. 

False  imprisonment.     Plea,  not  guilty.     At  the  trial  be-  A  contract  to 
fore  Jervis,  J.  at  the  Chester  summer  assizes  (a),  for  1828,  go^odraTthe  " 

the  following  facts  appeared.    The  plaintiff  was  committed  house  of  the 
,       ,      ,   -     ,  r       I  i»  /->ii  weaver  is  not 

by  the  defendant,  a  magistrate  for  the  county  of  Chester,  to  a  contract  to 

the  house  of  correction,  under  the  supposed  authority  of  *^  within  4 

*  .        Geo.  4,  c.  34, 

4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3(6),  for  one  month,  under  the  following  s.d,soastogive 

jurisdiction  to 

the  same,  or  be  guilty  of  any  other  "o"^*^"'Sie 

misconduct  or  misdemeanor  in  the  ^veaver  *'  for 

execution  thereof,  or  otherwise  re-  neglecting  his 

specting  the  same,  then  and   in  work  after 


(a)  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  /. 
WUlwms  and  Wigktnian ;  for  the 
defendant,  CrmSf  Serjt.  and  /. 
Jerv'u, 

{h)  Which  enacts  «  That  if  any 
seivant  in  husbandry,  or  any  arti- 
ficer, calico-printer,  handicrafts- 
man, miner,  collier,  keelman,  pit- 
man, glassman,  potter,  labourer, 
ot  other  person  shall  contract  with 
any  person  or  persons  whomsoever 
to  werve  him,  her  or  them,  for  any 
time  or  times  whatsoever,  or  in  any 
other  manner,  and  shall  not  enter 
into  or  commence  hU  or  her  service 
according  to  his  or  her  contract, 
(such  contract  being  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  contracting 
parties),  or  having  entered  into 
such  service  shall  absent  himself 
or  herself  from  his  or  her  service 
before  the  term  of  his  or  her  con- 
tract, whether  such  contract  shall 
be  in  writing  or  not  in  writing,  shall 
be  completed,  or  neglect  to  fulfil 


every  such  case  it  shall  and  may  be  commencing 
lawful  for  any  justice  or  the  peace  ^ame." 
of  the  county  or  place  where  such       An  action 
servant  in  husbandry,  artificer,  &c.  for  false  impri- 
or  other  person  shall  have  so  con-  »onpent 
tracted  or  be  employed  or  be  found,  g^tpj^tg  may 
and  such  justice  is  hereby  autho-  be  commenced 
rised  and  empowered,  upon  com-  on  the  14th  of 

plaint  thereof  made  upon  oath  to  J"°®»  V^^J?. 
r.      .       ,  *^  the  plaintiff  IS 

him  by  the  person  or  persons,  or  discharged  out 
any  of  them  with  whom  such  ser-  of  custody  on 
vant  in  husbandry,  artificer,  &c.  or  the  14th  of 
other  person  shall  have  so  con-  December, 
tracted,   or  by  his,   her  or  their 
steward,  manager  or  agent,  which 
oath  such  justice  is  hereby  em- 
powered to  administer,  to  issue  his 
warrant  for  the  apprehending  every 
such  servant  in  husbandry,  &c.  Or 
other  person,  and  to  examine  into 
the  nature  of  the  pomplaiot,  and  if 
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16S9.        warrant :  "  Whereas  information  and  complaint  bath  been 
Harpy       ^^^^  before  me,  Jolui  Rifle,  Esq.  one  of  bis  Majest/s 
V.  Justices  &c.,  by  Thomas  Hall,  of  &c.,  silk  manufacturer, 

upon  the  oath  of  the  said  1\  Hall»  against  Henry  Hardy, 
of  &€.,  silk  weaver,  that  he  the  said  H.  Hardy  did  contract 
and  agree  with  the  said  2  •  Hall  to  weave  certain  pieces  of 
silk  goods  at  certain  prices  fixed  upon  between  the  said 
T,  Hall  and  H.  Hardy,  at  his  the  said  jEZ.  HardyU  house 
in  &c.»  and  that  he  the  said  H.  Hardy  had  neglected  to 
fulfil  the  contract  so  entered  into  between  them,  although 
he  had  commenced  upon  the  said  work  under  the  said  con- 
tract/' The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  warrant  of  commit- 
ment : 

''  And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  statutes  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  I  have  duly  examined  the  proofs 
and  allegations  of  both  the  said  parties  touching  the  matter 
of  the  said  complaint,  and  upon  due  consideration  had 
thereof,  have  adjudged  and  determined  that  the  said  H. 
Hardy  hath  in  his  said  service  been  guilty  of  certain  miscon- 
duct and  ill-behaviour  towards  the  said  T,  Hall,  in  that  be 
the  said  H,  Hardy,  having  contracted  with  the  said  T.Hail 
to  weave  certain  pieces  of  silk  goods  at  certain  prices  fixed 
upon  between  the  said  T.  Hall  and  //.  Hardy,  at  bis  the 
said  H.  Hardy's  house,  in  8u:.,  hath  neglected  to  fulfil 
the  contract  so  entered  into  between  them,  although  he  hath 
commenced  upon  the  said  work  under  such  contract,  and 

it  shall  appear  to  sucb  justice  that  of  his  or  her  wages  for  and  during 

any   such  servant  in   husbandry,  sucb  period  as  he  or  she  shall  be  so 

artificer,  &c.  or  other  person  shall  confined  in  the  house  of  correc- 

not  have  fulfilled  such  contract,  or  tion,  or  in  lieu  thereof  to  panisb 

hath  been  guilty  of  any  other  mis-  the  offender  by  abating  the  whole 

conduct  or  misdemeanor  as  afore-  or  any  part  of  his  or  her  wages,  or 

said,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  discharge  such  servant  in  bos- 

for  such  justice  to  commit  every  bandry,  artificer  &c.,  or  other  per- 

such  person  to  the  house  of  cor-  son  from  his  or  her  con  tract,  service 

rection,  there  to  remain  and  be  or  employment,  which  discbaig^ 

held  to  hard  labour  for  a  reasonable  shall  be  given  under  the  hand  and 

time,  not  exceeding  three  months,  seal  of  such  justice  gratis.^ 
and  to  abate  a  proportionable  part 
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hath  neglected  bis  work  without  the  leave  or  consent  of  the  1829. 
said  T.  Hall,  and  I  do  therefore  convict  him  the  said  H, 
Hardy  of  the  said  offence  in  pursuance  of  the  statute 
in  that  case  made  and  provided.**  The  warrant  then  went 
on  to  command  the  constable  to  convey  the  plaintiff  to  the 
house  of  correction  at  Knutsford,  and  the  keeper  to 
receive  him«  there  to  remain  for  the  space  of  one  month 
from  the  date  of  the  warrant. 

The  plaintiff  was  discharged  out  of  custody  on  the  14tb 
December,  ISS?,  at  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  (a),  and 
the  latitat  issued  on  the  14th  of  June,  1828.  The  defend- 
ant put  in  the  conviction  recited  in  the  warrant  of  commit- 
ment. Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  nonsuited,  first,  because  the  action  was  not  com- 
menced within  six  calendar  months  after  the  act  done,  as 
required  by  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  8;  and  secondly,  that  the 
conviction  and  commitment  were  warranted  by  4  Geo.  4, 
G.  34,  s.  3.  The  jury  assessed  the  plaintiff's  damages,  in 
case  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  at  one  farthing ;  and  the 
learned  Judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  damages  found  by  the  jury.  A 
rule  nisi  to  that  effect  having  been  obtained, 

Cro$$,  Seijt.,  and*  J.  Jervis,  now  showed  cause.  The 
24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  provides,  (s.  8,)  ^'  that  no  action  shall  be 
brought  against  any  justice  of  the  peace  for  anything  done 
io  the  execution  of  his  office,  unless  commenced  within  six  * 
calendar  months  after  the  act  committed."  Under  this 
statute  the  time  within  which  the  action  is  to  be  brought 
mast  be  reckoned  exclusively  of  the  day  on  which  the  im- 
prisonment took  place.  Rex  v.  AdderUy  (6),  where  all  the 
cases  are  collected ;  Pellew  v.  I'he  Hundred  of  fVonford{c), 
NorrU  V.  Hundred  of  Gawtry  (d).  Castle  v.  Burditt  (e), 

(a)  Vide  po$i,  301,  n.  {d)  Hob.  195. 

(b)  Dougl.  463.  (c)  3  T.  R.  6^3,  pott,  301,  ii. 

(c)  Ante,  130. 
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Clarke  v.  Davey  (a),  Com.  Dig.  Temps,  A.,  Pugh  v.  Bute 
rf  Leeds  (Jb),  Thomas  v.  Popham(c\  recognized  and  adopted 
in  Watson  v.  Pears  (d),  Falhn,  ex  parte  (e),  Lester  v.  Gar- 
land  (f),  Yfhere  the  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  privy  to  the  act;  Glassington  v.  Rawlirigsig),  adopted 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Lester  v.  Garland,  Wdkct 
V.  £tfig  (A),  and  Basten  v.  Carew  (t) ;  and  though  the  con- 
trary was  decided  in  Lester  v.  Garland,  and  Pellew  v.  The 
Hundred  of  Wonford,  those  were  cases  in  which,  according 
to  the  distinction  taken  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.R.,  the  party 
was  not  privy  to  the  act;  whereas  here  the  plaintiff  most 
be  privy  to  the  imprisonment;  no  mischief  could  arise. 
[Bayley,3.  According  to  the  construction  contended  for, 
the  plaintiff  would  have  six  months  in  a  case  of  imprison- 
ment, and  one  day  more  upon  seizure  of  goods.] 

The  Court  directed  that  the  second  point  should  not  be 
spoken  to  unless  their  decision  upon  the  first  point  should 
render  it  necessary. 

J.  Williams  and  Wightman,  in  support  of  the  rule  upon 
the  first  point.  The  common  sense  and  invincible  reason- 
ing of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  are  decisive  upon  this 
point,  Pickersgill  v.  Palmer  (ft).  The  preamble  to  the 
annuity  act  is  equally  strong. 

Cur.adv.vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  upon  the  first  point  was 
delivered  on  a  subsequent  day  {I)  by 

Baylby,  J.  who,  after  stating  the  facts,and  referring  to  the 
language  of  24  Geo.  2,  c. 44, s.  8 (m),  proceeded  thus:  The 

(o)  4  J.  B.  Moore,  465.  (g)  3  East,  40r,  and  4  Esp.  924. 

(6)  Cowp.  714.  (A)  1  H.  Black.  18 

(c)  Dyer,  218,  b.;  F.  Moore, 40.  (•)  6 D.&  R.558, 3  B.&C.649. 

id)  S  Campb.  294.  (ft)  Bull.  N.  P.  24. 

(c)  3  T.  R.  283.  (0  25  April. 

(/)  15  Vesey,  248.  (w)  AnU,  297. 
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Mine  construction  must  prevail,  whether  the  act  complained 
of  be  an  imprisonment  or  a  seizure  of  goods.     AH  the  au- 
thorities were  considered  by  Sir  William  Grant.  M.  R.  in 
Lester  v.  Garland,  upon  which  this  distinction  was  taken, 
that  where  the  act  is  one  to  which  the  party  against  whom 
the  computation  is  made,  the  day  on  which  the  act  is  done 
may  be  included.     Where  that  party  is  a  stranger  to  the 
act,  the  day  ought  to  be  excluded,  and  many  instances  are 
pot.    Here   every  continuance  of  the  imprisonment  is,  in 
point  of  IsLW,  a  new  imprisonment.    The  same  construction 
must  be  put  upon  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  8,  whether  the  act 
complained  of  be  imprisonment  or  seizure  of  goods.     In 
the  case  of  seizure  of  goods  of  the  plaintiff  *s,  that  being  an 
act  to  which  he  is  not  privy,  the  day  of  the  seizure  would 
be  excluded  from  the  computation.       In  Pellew  v.  The  In^ 
habitants  of  the  Hundred  of  Wonford  (a),  this  Court  acted 
upon  the  rule  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Grant,  M.R.  hold- 
ing that  the  day  of  the  happening  of  the  event  was  to  be 
excluded  from  the  computation.     So  where  the  party  who 
is  to  give  th^  notice  is  the  party  robbed,  he  must  be  taken 
to  know  when  he  was  robbed.     Upon  this  principle,  my 
brother  Ldttledak  and  myself  are  of  opinion,  that  the  14th 
December  ought  to  be  excluded,  and  that  the  action  was 
commenced  in  time:     My  brother  Parke,  having  been 
counsel  in  the  cause,  has  taken  no  part  in  this  discussion. 

J.  Jervis  now  shewed  cause  upon  the  second  point. 
The  words  "  handicraftsman  or  other  person"  will  include 
silk  weavers.  The  warrant  of  commitment  sets  out  a 
complaint  that  the  plaintiff  had  contracted  to  do  certain 
work,  that  he  had  commenced  the  work  under  the  con- 
tract, and  that  he  had  neglected  to  fulfil  such  contract,  and 
the  magistrate  adjudges  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  miscon- 
duct tit  his  said  service  towards  his  master,  in  that  he  having 
contracted  &c.,  hath  neglected  to  fulfil  the  contract,  al- 
though he  hath  commenced  upon  the  said  work  under  such 
contract,  and  hath  neglected  his  work  without  the  leave  or 
(a)  Ante^  130. 
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consent  of  his  master.  A  commitment  is  not  to  be  con« 
strued  with  the  same  strictness  as  a  conviction.  The  King 
V.  Helps  (a). 

J.Williams  and  ffightman,  contrji.  Silk  weavers  are  re- 
gulated by  17  Geo.  4,  c.  56;  and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 
the  legislature  meant  to  give  jurisdiction  over  them  by  a 
subsequent  statute,  in  which  they  are  not  named.  But  how- 
ever this  may  be,  it  is  clear  that  4  Geo,  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  applies 
only  to  contracts  of  service.  Here  no  such  contract  appears. 
A  servant  may  be  guilty  of  larceny  in  respect  of  goods  with 
which  he  is  entrusted ;  here  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
committed  a  larceny  in  respect  of  the  silk  delivered  to  him. 

Bayley,  J. — It  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  whether 
the  silk  trade  is  within  the  provisions  of  4  Geo.  4,  c,  S4, 
8.  8.  To  bring  a  case  within  that  act,  the  party  must  have 
contracted  to  serve.  There  is  a  plain  distinction  between 
becoming  the  servant  of  another,  and  contracting  to  do 
specific  work  for  him.  A  person  who  has  contracted  to  do 
work  for  many  persons  cannot  with  propriety  be  said  to 
have  contracted  to  serve  each  of  them.  The  conviction 
and  commitment  are  bad  in  not  showing  that  the  plaintiff 
contracted  to  serve. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  4 
Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  requires  either  actual  service,  or  a  con- 
tract for  service.  Here  neither  is  to  be  found.  '  The 
defendant,  therefore,  does  not  shew  that  he  had  jurisdiction. 


Pabke,  J.  gave  no  opinion. 


Notice  of  ac- 
tion against 
justices  served 
15  May;  latitat 
issaed  15  June. 
Qu.  whether 
issued  too 
soon. 


(a)  SM.&S.  331. 

(6)  In  an  action  against  magis- 
trates, the  notice  was  served  on  the 
15  May,  the  latitat  issued  15  June. 
In  supporting  a  rule  for  setting 
aside  a  nonsuit  before  Grahanip 
B.  which  bad  been  obtained  by 


Rule  absolute  (A). 

PeUy  Seijt.  on  other  grounds,  Man- 
ning  submitted  that  as  the  S4  Gra. 
2,  c.  44,  requires  the  delivery  of  a 
notice  in  writing  al  least  one  calen- 
dar month  before  the  suing  out  and 
serving  of  any  process,  the  in- 
terval was  not  sufficient,  aod  rer 
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ferred  to  Zouek  v.  Empteyf  4  B.  & 
A.  52^9  as  shewing  decisively  that 
the  words  '<  at  least"  made  both 
days  exclusive,  although  in  that 
case  it  was  urged,  that  in  favorem 
libertatis  such  a  construction  ought 
not  to  be  adopted.  Manning  was 
asked  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  if 
he  was  aware  of  the  case  of  Coitle 
T.  Burdiit,  S  T.R.  623.  This  he 
distinguished  from  that  now  before 
the  Court,  on  the  ground  that  the 
words  **  at  least"  did  not  occur  in 
the  Excise  Act,  23  Ceo.  3,  c.  70; 
upon  the  construction  of  which 
the  case  of  Castle  v.  Burditt  had 
been  decided. 

Adam  and  Botfly,  for  the  plain- 
tiff, insisted,  that  the  words  ^  at 
least"  made  no  difference;  and 
they  observed  that  it  did  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  evidence  in  the 
cause  but  that  the  service  of  the 
notice  might  have  taken  place  at 
an  earlier  hour  in  the  day  than 
that  at  which  the  process  issued. 

The  Court  said,  that  the  point 
wasofimportaace  to  all  the  ma- 
gistrates in  the  kingdom,  and  ought 
not  to  be  disposed  of  in  this  sum- 
mary way,  where  the  parties  had 
no  opportunity  of  having  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  revised  upon  a 


writ  of  error,  and  directed  that 
the  cause  should  go  down  again  to 
trial  in  order  that  the  facts,  include 
ing  the  time  of  the  day  when  the 
notice  was  served,  and  when  thewrit 
issued,  might  be  put  upon  the  re- 
cord. Gould  v.  Hole  and  Whyte, 
K.B.,  H.T.  1822,  MSS. 

At  the  Exeter  summer  assizes, 
1822,  the  plaintiff  abandoned  his 
suit,  and  a  verdict  was  recorded 
for  the  defendants.  And  see  Hig» 
gins  v.  M'Adam,  3  Younge  &  Jervis, 
1,  and  16,(6). 

A  notice  of  action  against  a  ma- 
gistrate will  support  an  action 
against  the  magistrate  and  consta- 
ble jointly,  Jones  v.  Simpson,  1 
Crompton  and  Jervis,  174.  So, 
though  the  plaintiff  first  sue  out 
process  against  the  magistrate 
alone,  which  he  abandons.  Ibid. 
So,  where  notice  of  action  is  served 
on  each  defendant,  under  24  G«o.  2, 
c.  44,  {Box  V.Jones,  5  Price,  168,) 
or  in  respect  of  proceedings  under 
the  Regent's  Canal  Act,  {Agar  v, 
Morgan,  2  Price,  126,)  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  whether  the  ac- 
tion is  intended  to  be  joint  or  seve- 
ral, or  to  make  any  mention  of  the 
party  or  parties  intended  to  be 
joined. 


1829. 
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MExMORANDUM. 

In  the  course  of  this  term  Edward  Goulburn,  Esquire, 
was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  and  gave  rings  with  the 
motto,  "  Nulla  retrorsum." 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN  THE 


COURT   OF  KING'S  BENCH, 


EASTER  TERM, 


IN  THE  TENTH  TEAR  OF  THE  REION  OF  OEORQB  IV. 


s^^^m^  Doe,  on  the  demise  of  Ambler,  v.  Woodbbidoe. 

A  new  breach  SjECTMENT  Tor  a  dwelling-house  situate  in  the  city 

norto*tt«  *"'  ®^  London.     Plea,  not  guilty,  and  issue  thereon.    At  the 

rooms  in  a  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  London  adjourned 

manner,  sittings  after  last  term,  the  case  was  this.     The  house  in 

18  committed  question  belonged  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  vas 
every  day  the  .  •  •     j 

rooms  are  so  occupied  by  the  defendant  under  a  lease,  which  contained  a 

"udod  a  covenant  that   the   tenant  should   not   alter,    convert,  or 

clause  of  re-  use  the  rooms  thereof  then  used  as  bed-rooms,  or  either  of 

breach  of  CO-  them,  into  or  for  any  other  use  or  purpose  than  bed  or 

▼enant,  eject-  sitting-rooms  for  the  occupation  of  himself,  his  executors, 

supported  in  &Cv  or  his  or  their  family,  without  the  licence  of  the  lessor 

respect  of  a  in  writing;  and  the  lease  also  contained  a  clause  of  rc- 

contmume  ® 

breach  ofco-  entry  for  breach  of  any  covenant.     The  defendant  had 

ren*has  l^n  underlet  some  of  the  rooms  specified  in  this  covenant  to  a 

accepted  with  lodger,  who  occupied  them  down  to  the  time  of  the  trial; 

the  original  ^^^  ^^^  lessor,  who  lived  next  door,  had,  after  he  knew  of 

breach.  ^\^^i  occupation,  received  rent  of  the  defendant  under  the 
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lease.  It  was  admitted  that  there  had  been  a  breach  of 

the  covenant,  but  it  was  contended  that  it  had  been  waived         ^ 

Doe 
bjf  the  subsequent  receipt  of  rent,  and  therefore  that  the  v. 


lessor  was  precluded  from  maintaining  ejectment  for  the 
forfeiture.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion  that 
there  was  a  continuing  breach  so  long  as  the  rooms  were 
occupied  contrary  to  the  covenant,  and  therefore  that  the 
action  was  maintainable;  and  he  directed  the  jury  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  but  gave  the  defendant  liberty  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Dmman  now  moved  accordingly.    The  receipt  of  rent 
by  the  lessor,  after  knowledge  of  the  breach  of  covenant  by 
the  leasee,  operated  as  a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture.     Doe  v. 
Allen  (a)  in  principle  supports  this  argument.     It  was, 
indeed,  there  held,  that  if  a  lessee  exercises  a  trade  on  the 
demised  premises,  by  which  his  lease  is  forfeited,  his  land- 
lord does  not,  by  merely  lying  by  and  witnessing  the  act, 
though  for  several  successive  years,  waive  the  forfeiture; 
but  that  some  positive  act  of  waiver,  as  receipt  of  rent,  is 
necessary.     But  there  the  defendant  was  unable  to  prove 
any  payment  of  rent  after  the  commencement  of  the  prohi- 
bited trade ;  and  it  seems  to  have  been  admitted  by  the 
Court  that  such  proof  would  have  been  a  good  answer  to 
an  ejectment  for  the  forfeiture.     In  Doe  v.  Bliss  (A),  and 
Doev.  Bancks(c),  the  breach  of  covenant  was  not  com- 
plete at  the  time  when  the  act  relied  upon  as  a  waiver  of 
the  forfeiture  took  place;   therefore  those  cases  do  not 
apply  to  the  present :  for  here  there  was  a  complete  breach 
of  covenant  by  the  first  misappropriation  of  the  bed-rooms, 
and  a  receipt  of  rent  after  knowledge  of  the  fact.     The 
original  forfeiture,  therefore,  was  clearly  waived,  and  before 
the  lessor  could  proceed  for  the  continued  breach  of  cove- 
nant, as  for  a  new  forfeiture,  he  ought  at  least  to  have  given 
the  lessee  notice  of  his  intention  so  to  do. 

(a)  3  TaoDt.  78.  {b)  4  Taunt.  735.  (c)  4  B.  &  A.  401. 
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1899.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.— The  conversion  of  a  private 

dwelling-house  into  a  place  of  business,  in  violation  of  a 
covenant  in  a  lease,  is  at  once  a  complete  breach  of  that 
covenant,  and  a  subsequent  acceptance  of  rent  after  notice 
of  such  conversion,  is  a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture  thereby 
incurred.  But  the  language  of  the  covenant  in  this  case  is 
peculiar ;  it  is,  that  certain  rooms  shall  not  be  used  (among 
other  expressions)  for  any  other  than  a  specified  purpose. 
That  covenant  has,  it  is  admitted,  been  broken,  and  the 
breach  of  it  continued.  Rent  was  received  subsequently 
to  the  first  breach ;  but  the  breach  was  continued  after  the 
receipt  of  rent,  and  the  demise  was  laid  after  the  receipt 
of  rent,  and  while  the  breach  was  continuing.  I  am  there* 
fore  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  clear  breach  of  covenant 
subsisting  on  the  day  of  the  demise,  and  that  the  prior 
receipt  of  rent  was  no  waiver  of  the  forfeiture  thereby 
incurred.  In  this  view  of  the  case  I  think  there  is  no 
ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

Baylby,  J.,  and  Littledale,  J.,  concurred. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
was  not  only  a  continuing  breach  of  covenant  in  this  case, 
but  something  more ;  there  was  a  new  breach  of  covenant 
every  day  that  the  rooms  were  used  by  the  under-tenant; 
and  the  landlord  was  at  liberty  to  take  advantage  of  any 
one  of  them. 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  In   Dumpor'B  case,  4  Co.  alienation,  ^ignment,  underlease^ 

Rep.  119,  it  was  held,  that  where  &c.*^    Under  the ccnnmon  proriiOy 

a  lease  contains  a  general  proviso  however,  a  mere  waiver  of  the 

agftinst  alienation  without  licence,  right  to  r&>enter  for  the  first  alien- 

the  lessor,  by  licensing  one  aliena-  ation,  as  by  the  acceptance,  with 

tion  or  assignment,  puts  an  end  to  knowledge  ofthe  alienation,  ofreot 

the  proviso  altogether.   'It,tbere«  accruing  subsequently  thereto,does 

fore,  seems  prudent  to  insert  in  the  not  destroy  the  right  to  re-eoter  for 

covenant  and  proviso,  the  words  a  subsequent  alienation.    Doe  d. 

"  for  and  in  respect  of  every  such  BoKowen  v.  Bliss,  4  Taunt.  755. 


EASTER  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV,  305 

1829. 

Page  v.  Newman.  v^v-^*/ 

Assumpsit  on  the  following  instrument: — "  Guerfet,  A  security  for 
18lh  April,  1814.     In  one  month  after  my  arrival  in  Eng-  whereby  the 
land,  I  promise  to  pay  Captain  Page,  or  order,  the  sum  of  borrower  pro- 
r35/.   sterling,    for  value  received.   C.  Newman"     The  the  creditor 
declaration   contained    two    counts,    the   first  describing  ^^ j^jj^^fter 
the  instrument  as  an  agreement,  and  the  second  as  a  pro-  his  arrival  in 
missory  note.     The  pleas  were,  first,  the  general  issue,  non  ^ieif  no"  in^^*^* 
assumpsit,  and  secondly,  the  statute  of  limitations.     Upon  rc»t. 
the  first  plea  issue  was  joined.     To  the  second  plea  there 
was  a  replication  that  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  this  suit 
in  1819  by  latitat,  and  continued  it  by  bill  of  Middlesex. 
To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred,  and  after  argu- 
ment the  plaintiff  obtained  judgment  on  the  demurrer  (a). 
At  the  trial  before  Lord  TeiUerden,  C.  J.  at  the  adjourned 
Middlesex  sittings  after  last  term,  the  case  was  this : — In 
the  spring  of  1814,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  being  both 
prisoners  of  war  at  Verdun  in  France,  the  plaintiff  made 
advances  of  money  to  the  defendant,  as  a  security  for  the 
repayment  of  which,  the  defendant  executed  the  instrument 
in  question.     The  defendant  returned  to  England  in  the 
month  of  June,  1814;  and  after  several  ineffectual  attempts 
to  obtain  payment  of  the  money  secured  by  the  instrument 
during  the  year  1818,  the  plaintiff  in  the  year  1819  com- 
menced the  present  action.    The  only  question  at  the  trial 
was  whether  the  plaintiff  was  or  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
interest  upon  the  sum  secured  by  the  instrument,  and  from 
what  period,  whether  from  the  expiration  of  one  month 
after  the  defendant's  return  to  England,  or  from  the  time 
when  the  plaintiff  first  endeavoured  to  obtain  payment  of 
the  principal.     The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion, 
that  as  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  express  agreement  for 
the  payment  of  interest,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  by 
law  to  recover  interest  at  all ;  and  the  jury,  under  his  lord- 

(a)  VideanUy  vol.  ii.  528;  8B  &C.  489. 
VOL.  IV.  X 
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1839.        ship's  direction^  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  135/. 
p  the  amount  of  the  principal  ouly. 

V, 

Newman.         Denman,  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  in  the  alteroative, 
either  to  iucrease  the  damages  by  the  amount  of  the  interest 
upon  135/.,  calculated  either  from  the  year  1814,  Mrhenthe 
defendant  returned  to  England,  or  at  least  from  the  ;ear 
1818,  when  the  plaintiff  endeavoured  to  obtain  payment  of 
his  debt,  or  for  a  new  trial.     First,  the  Court  will  increase 
the  damages  by  the  amount  of  the  interest.     In  Blaney  v. 
Hendricks  (a)  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  decided  that  in- 
terest is  due  on  all  liquidated  sums  from  the  moment  the 
principal  becomes  due  and  payable ;  and  that  on  all  bills  of 
exchange,  notes  of  hand  payable  at  a  day  certain,  accounts 
stated,  or  money  lent,  the  jury  in  assessing  the  damages 
may  give  interest.     In  Hilhouse  v.  Davis  {b),  which  was  an 
action  of  debt  to  recover  a  sum  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  by 
a  jury  under  certain  acts  of  parliament,  as  compensation  by 
a  dock  company  for  an  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
perty, this  Court  held  that  the  jury  might  give  interest  for 
the  detention  of  the  sum  awarded.  In  Arnott  v.  Redfern{c)y 
where  the  subject  was  fully  discussed  and  all  the  cases 
bearing  upon  it  considered,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
decided  that  where  after  a  creditor  has  endeavoured  to 
obtain  payment,  there  has  been  a  wrongful  withholding  of 
a  debt  arising  out  of  a  contract,  which  does  not  carry  in- 
terest, the  jury  may  allow  interest  in  the  shape  of  damages, 
for  the  unjust  detention  of  the  debt.     And  Best,  C.  J.,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said, "  If  a  debt,  how- 
ever contracted,  has  been  wrongfully  withheld  after  the  cre- 
ditor has  endeavoured  to  obtain  payment  of  it  from  the 
debtor,  the  jury  may  give  interest  in  the  shape  of  damages, 
for  the  unjust  detention  of  such  debt:'*  and  afterwards 
added,  "  although  interest  may  not  be  due  ex  contractu, 
yet  a  party  may  be  liable  to  pay  it  by  way  of  damages  in 

(a)  3  Wils.205;  2VV.  Bla.761.  (c)  3  Bingh.  853;  and  see  JEc/- 

(6)  1  M.  &  S.  169.  dowea  v.  Hopkint,  post,  310. 
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the  case  of  an  unreasonable  delay  in  the  payment  of  the      ^^SQ* 
sum  due  under  the  original  contract."    The  present  case        p^gj. 

comes  within  the  principles  laid  down  in  both  the  cases  ^' 

1  •      1       mi         1        ■  till-  .  Newman. 

last  cited.     1  here  has  been  unreasonable  delay  m  paying 

the  debt,  and  an  unjust  detention  of  the  debt  in  this  case ; 
therefore,  interest  was  recoverable  in  the  shape  of  damages. 
Secondly,  at  all  events  the  Court  will  grant  a  new  trial.  It 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  there  had  been  unrea- 
sonable delay  in  paying  the  debt,  or  an  unjust  detention  of 
the  debt ;  aud  that  question  not  having  been  left  to  the 
jury,  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial. 

Lord  Tenterben,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  we 
ought  not  to  grant  any  rule  in  this  case.  The  instrument 
declared  apon  did  not  express  upon  the  face  of  it  that  it 
was  to  carry  interest,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that 
any  agreement  had  been  entered  into  for  payment  of  interest. 
This  is,  therefore,  simply  a  case  of  money  lent,  and  it  is  a 
rule  sanctioned  by  the  practice  of  more  than  half  a  century, 
that  money  lent  does  not  carry  interest.  In  Calton  v. 
Bragg  (a).  Lord  Ellenborough,  adverting  to  this  subject,  and 
alluding  to  a  period  exceeding  fifty  years,  said,  "  During 

(a)  15  East,  2S3,  where  it  was  a  promissorjr  note  is  to  be  consi- 

beld  that  interest  is  not  allowable  sidered  as  damages  for  the  deten- 

bylaw  apon  money  lent  generally,  tion  of  the  principal,  and  forms  no 

vvitfaoat  a  contract  for  it  expressed,  part  of  the  original  debt;    and, 

or  to  be  implied  from  the  usage  of  therefore,  that  where  a  promissory 

trade,   or   from    special   circum-  note  was  made  abroad,  and  the 

stances,  or  from  written  securities  payee  did  not  sue  upon  it  till  thirty 

for  the  payment  of  principal  money  years  afterwards,  and  the  jury  re- 

ttt  a  given  time.     So,  also,  in  Sum  fused  to  give  interest,  the  Court 

w.    Pielonf  7  D.  &  R.  201 ;  4.  B.  could  not,  after  verdict,  increase 

&  C.  715,  it  was  held,  that  inter-  the  damages  by  adding  the  interest. 

est  is  not  payable  on  money  lent,  But  in  Laing  v.  Stone,  ante,  ii. 

unless  by  the  usage  of  trade,  or  561,  it  was  held,  that  a  bill  or  note 

from  the  course  of  dealing  between  payable  on  a  day  certaiUf  carries 

the  parties,  a  baigain  to  pay  inter-  interest  from  that  day,  unless  the 

est  can  be  inferred.   So,  in  Du  Bel'  non-payment  has  been  occasioned 

itfir  ▼.  lord  Waterparky  1  D.  8c  R.  by  the  negligence  of  the  holder. 

ja,  iCifas  held,  that  interest  upon 

x2 
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18«^.         this  long  course  of  time  no  case  has  occurred,  where  upoD 
Page         ^  ^^^^  simple  contract  of  lending  without  an  agreementfor 
V*  payment  of  the  principal  at  a  certain  time,  or  for  interest 

to  run  immediately,  or  under  special  circumstances  from 
whence  a  contract  for  interest  was  to  be  inferred,  has  in- 
terest ever  been  given."     In  Higgim  v.  Sargent  (a),  decided 
so  lately  as  1823,  it  was  held  that  interest  was  not  recover- 
able in  covenant  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of 
A.,  payable  six  months  after  due  proof  of  the  death  of  il., 
although  the  money  insured  was  not  paid  at  the  time  stipu- 
lated.    In  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  the  principal  was 
payable  upon  a  contingency,  but  it  was  held,  that  interest 
could  not  be  recovered  from  the  time  when  the  principal 
became  due.     1  think  it  would  be  attended  with  mischiev- 
ous consequences,  if  we  were  to  open  the  practice  that  has 
prevailed  so  long.     If  we  were  to  adopt  as  a  general  rule 
that  which  some  of  the  expressions  attributed  to  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  in  the  report  of  Amott 
v.  Red/em  would  seem  to  warrant,  namely,  that  interest  is 
recoverable  in  every  case  where  the  principal  has  been 
wrongfully  detained  after  the  creditor  has  endeavoured  to 
obtain  payment  of  it,  it  would  necessarily  become  a  ques- 
tion at  the  trial  whether  the  detention  was  wrongful,  and 
whether  proper  endeavours  had  been  made  to  obtain  pay- 
ment ;  and  the  opening  such  a  question  to  the  jury  would, 
in  my  opinion,  be  productive  of  much  inconvenience  and 
some  danger.     I  think  it  safer  and  more  convenient  to  ad- 
here to  the  long  established  rule,  that  interest  is  not  payable 
upon  money  secured  by  a  written  instrument,  unless  it  ap- 
pears upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  that  it  was  intended 
that  interest  should  be  paid,  or  unless  such  an  intention 
may  be  implied  from  the  usage  of  trade,  as  in  the  case  of 
mercantile  instruments.    The  present  case  does  not  fall 
within  either  of  those  exceptions,  and,  indeed,  the  language 
of  the  instrument  is  such  as  rather  tends  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  parties  intended  that  interest  should  not  be  payable. 

(a)  3D.  &  R.  613;  2  B.&  C.  348. 


EASTER  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV.  309 

The  sum  secured  is  135/.  only;  it  is  payable  upon  a  con-  1829. 
tiagency^  namely,  in  a  month  after  the  defendant's  arrival  in 
England ;  and  there  is  no  provision  for  the  payment  of  in- 
terest up  to  that  period.  If  there  had  been  such  a  provi- 
sion, that  would  have  gone  far  to  support  the  argument  that 
the  parties  also  intended  that  interest  should  be  paid  from 
the  time  when  the  principal  became  due,  to  the  time  of 
actual  payment ;  but  the  omission  of  any  such  provision  in 
the  instrument  is,  to  my  mind,  conclusive  to  shew  that  the 
sum  of  135/.  was  the  only  sum  intended  to  be  paid  under 
any  circumstances,  in  proceedings  in  error  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber,  interest  is  never  allowed,  except  in 
cases  where  interest  would  have  been  recoverable  in  the 
Court  below. 

Bayley,  J.  and  Littledale,  J.  concurred. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  1  would 
only  add  with  reference  to  the  last  observation  made  by  my 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  that  in  Arnott  v.  Redfem  the  action 
was  brought  upon  a  judgment  of  a  foreign  Court,  which 
Court  had  allowed  interest.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  therefore,  was  little  more  than  a  confirma- 
tion of  the  judgment  of  the  foreign  Court  on  that  particular 
point  (a),  and  does  not  appear  to  me  to  affect  the  general 
question  raised  in  this  case. 

Rule  refused  (6). 

(a)  So  opoD  affirmance  or  non-  and  delivered  to  A,  in  goods  for 

pros    in  error,    interest  is  given  sale  on  account  of  B :   Now  the 

where  the  cause  of  action,  upon  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such, 

which  the  judgment  is  recovered,  that  the  sum  of  1500/.  is  to  be  duly 

bore  interest.    See  the  cases  col-  paid  and  remitted  to  A,  in  three 

lected,  Tidd,  9th  ed.  982.  equal  payments  of  600/.,  at  three, 

(h)  So  in  Foster  v.  Weston,  6  five,  and  seven  months  from  this 

Bingh.  711,  it  was  held,  that  no  date.*' 

interest  should  be  allowed   upon  In  all  actions  of  debt,  however, 

an    instrument  in    the  following  the  plaintifThad  and  has  at  common 

form :  *^  I  hereby  bind  myself  to  A,  law  a  right  to  require  the  jury  who 

for  the  due  payment  of  1500/.;  try  the  issue,  to  assess  the  damages 

which  amount  is  to  be  handed  over  which  he  has  sustained  by  the  de- 
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tendon  of  the  debt,  and  to  execute 
a  writ  of  inquiry  for  that  purpose 
after  judgment,  where  no  issue  has 
been  tried;   but  in  neither  case 
could  interest,  eo  nomine,  be  as- 
sessed for  the  plaintiff;  first,  because 
the  law  would  imply  no  contract 
to  pay  interest,  as  such  contract 
would  have  been  illegal  if  express- 
ed; and  secondly,  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  contract,  express  or  im- 
plied, the  jury  could  only  find  nomi- 
nal damages,  unless  evidence  were 
laid  before  them  of  actual  damage. 
In  GUnon  v.  Ferrert,  Winch, 
Rep.  114,  120,  it  appeared  upon 
the   pleadings  in  an  action  on  a 
bond,   that  an  award  had   been 
made  that  interest  should  be  paid 
to  the  plaintiff  for  money,   &c. 
Defendant  demurred,  on  the  ground 
that  the  award  was  void,  because 
it  was  for  payment  of  interest,  and 
usury  is  a  thing  unlawful.     But  it 
was  answered,  "  that  it  shall  not 
be  taken  for  usury,  but  rather  for 
damages  for  forbearance    of  the 
money.    But  admitting  it  was  for 
interest,  in  the  proper  signification 
of  the  word,  yet  it  is  good;  for  by 
the  statutes,  &c.  contracts  for  in- 
terest money  are  not  void,  so  as 
they  did  not  exceed  so  much  as  is 
limited  by  those  laws.    And  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  was,  that  the 
award  was  good,  for  an  arbitra- 
ment shall  not  be  taken  absolutely 
upon  the  bare  words.     And  the 
Court  commanded  the  parties  to 
come  before  them  on  the  morrow 
in  the  treasury ;  and,  as  it  seems, 
this  was  for  mediation  to  make  an 
agreement,  for  the  opinion  seemed 
to  be  for  the  plaintiff.'' 

Interest  has  been  held  to  be  reco- 
verable where  money  is  awarded 
to  be  paid  on  a  certain  day,  and 
a  demand  is  made  on  that  day. 


Pinham  v.  Tuckingtonf  3  Campb. 
468,  by  Lord  EUenbarough,  So 
where  the  demand  is  made  after 
the  day,  interest  has  been  held  to 
be  recoverable  from  the  time  of  the 
demand,  hj  Abbott,  J^in  TheUat- 
queu  of  Aitgletea  v.  Chafey,  Dor- 
chester spring  assizes,  1818.  MSS. 
But  interest  is  not  recoverable  on 
the  old  security  called  a  single 
bond,  Hogan  v.  Page,  1  B.  &  P. 
337 ;  or  upon  the  arrears  of  an 
annuity.  Tew  v.  Earl  cf  Winteriony 
1  Ves.  jun.  451 ;  Creuze  ▼.  Hunter, 
2Ves.jun.16r;  Anderumv^Dafj/er, 
1  Scho.  &  Lefr.  301 ;  upon  which 
no  interest  is  due  unless  the  an- 
nuitant has  been  prevented  from 
exercising  his  legal  remedies  by 
injunction,  in  which  case  he  is  en- 
titled to  interest,  (JDonneU  r. 
Browne,  1  Ball  &  B.  262,  to  be 
computed  from  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  2  Dick. 
643,  or  at  least  fix>m  the  granting 
of  the  injunction.  And  see  Pu/- 
teney  v.  Warren,  6  Ves.  73,  where, 
in  an  account  of  mesne  profits  since 
the  title  accrued,  interest  was  de- 
creed against  executors,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  bad 
been  prevented  from  recovering  in 
ejectment  by  a  rule  of  the  court 
of  law,  and  by  an  injunction  at 
the  instance  of  the  occupier,  who 
ultimately  failed  both  at  law  and 
in  equity. 

In  Eddowes  v,  Hopkins,  Doogl. 
376.  Lord  Mansfield  held,  that 
although  by  the  common  law  book 
debts  do  not,  as  of  course,  cany 
interest,  it  may  be  payable  in  con- 
sequence of  the  usage  of  particalar 
branches  of  trade ;  or  of  a  special 
agreement ;  or,  in  cases  of  long 
delay  under  vexatious  and  oppres- 
sive circumstances,  if  a  jury  in  their 
discretion  shall  think  Jit  to  allow  it. 
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Mayne  V.  Fletcher.  ^^^^ 

Case  for  a  libel  on  the  plaintiff^  alleged  to  have  been  Production  of 
published  by    the  defendant  in  a  newspaper  called  The  fiie/at  the  *^ 
Cheater  Chronicle.     Plea,  not  guilty,  and  issue  thereon.  Stamp  Office, 
At  the  trial  before  the  Chief  Justice  of  Chester,  at  the  last  paper  corre- 
Lent  assizesy  the  question  turned  upon  the  proof  of  publica-  spon<^"Jg  y^^di 
tioo,  under  the  following  circumstances.     The  evidence  was  mentioned,  is 
confined  to  the  production  of  a  certified  copy  of  the  affidavit  of^ati^^^^^ 
filed  at  the  Stamp  Office,  pursuant  to  the  statute  38  Geo,  3,  in  an  action  or 
C.7B,  s.  1,  in  which  the  defendant  was  described  as  the  gainst  Se 
printer  and  publisher  of  the  newspaper  in  question,  and  of  proprietor  for 
a  newspaper  containing  the  libel,  the  title  of  which,  and  the 
description  of  the  printer  and  publisher,  corresponded  with 
those  of  the  newspaper  mentioned  in  the  affidavit.     It  was 
objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  this  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  of  publication,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  either  to  have  produced  the  copy  of  the  newspaper 
filed  at  the  Stamp  Office,  or  to  have  proved  that  the  copy 
produced  was  published  by  the  defendant.     The  learned 
Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained 
a  verdict,  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit. 

Jones,  Seijt.,  now  moved  accordingly.  The  declaration 
necessarily  alleged  that  the  defendant  published  the  libel  in 
a  newspaper  called  The  Chester  Chronicle ;  but  there  was 
no  proof  whatever  to  support  that  allegation.  The  affidavit 
filed  at  the  Stamp  Office  did  not  at  all  prove  the  publica- 
tion of  the  libel  by  the  defendant ;  it  proved,  merely,  that 
the  defendant  was  the  printer  and  publisher  of  a  newspaper 
called  The  Chester  Chronicle.  The  production  of  a  news- 
paper so  called,  containing  the  libel,  carried  the  evidence 
no  further ;  in  order  to  make  out  that  the  defendant  pub- 
lished the  libel,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  either 
a  newspaper  purchased  of  the  defendant,  or  the  copy  filed 
at  the  Stamp  Office,  pursuant  to  the  statute  38  Geo.  S,  c.  7B, 
s.  17.    For  all  that  appeared  in  this  case,  the  paper  con- 


312 


CAS£S  IN  THE  KING's  BENCH, 


18S9.        taining  the  libel  might  have  been  surreptitiously  obtained 
from  the  defendant's  printing  office,  or  might  have  been  de- 
livered from  thence  by  mistake,  which  would  clearly  be  no 
publication.  Rex  v.  Paine  {a).    The  statute  38  Geo  3,  c. 
78,  is  entitled,  *^  An  act  for  preventing  the  mischiefs  arising 
from  the  printing  and  publishing  newspapers  and  papers  of 
a  like  nature,  by  persons  not  known,  and  for  regulating  the 
printing  and  publication  of  such  papers  in  other  respects  ;*' 
its  principal  object,  therefore,  was  to  secure  to  the  public^ 
in  every  case,  a  known  and  responsible  publisher :  but  it 
clearly  was  not  intended  to  relieve  the  plaintiff  from  all 
proof  of  publication  by  the  defendant.    The  eleventh  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  provides  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  newspaper  to  which  the  trial  re- 
lates was  purchased  at  any  house,  shop,  or  office  belonging 
to  or  occupied  by  the  defendant,  or  his  servant  or  workman, 
or  where  he  usually  carries  on  the  business  of  printing  or 
publishing  such  paper,  or  where  the  same  is  usually  sold. 
But  though  that  mode  of  proof  of  publication  is  dispensed 
with,  another  is  substituted  by  the  seventeenth  section, 
which  requires  that  every  printer  or  publisher  of  a  newspaper 
shall  deliver  to  the  commissioners  of  stamps  one  of  the 
papers  so  published,  signed  by  the  printer  or  publisher,  in 
his  handwritmg,  with  his  name  and  place  of  abode ;  that 
the  same  shall  be  carefully  kept  by  the  commissioners ;  and 
that  in  case  any  person  shall  make  application  to  the  com* 
missioners  that  such  papers  may  be  produced  in  evidence, 
the  commissioners  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  produced  in 
Court.     The  intention,  therefore,  of  the  legislature  was, 
that  the  newspaper  signed  by  the  publisher,  and  delivered 
to  the  commissioners  should  be  produced  in  evidence  as 
proof  of  publication,  without  which  the  provisions  of  that 
section  become  wholly  nugatory ;  and  the  practice  which 

(tf)  5  Mod.   167.    "  If  a  man  Tr.  807,  4  St.  Tr.   J97.     Bat  be 

deliver  by  mistake  a  paper  out  of  would  probably  be  held  to  be  lia- 

his  study,  it  is  not  a  publication,  ble  ctvUfy  to  the  parties  who  suf- 

though  it  be  a  libel."    Ibid,    And  fered  by  his  carelessness, 
see  Algernon  Sidney*s  case  3  St. 
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has  obtained  since  the  passing  of  the  statute  in  all  proceed- 
ings against  proprietors  of  newspapers,  of  producing  that 
identical  newspaper  in  evidence,  shews  that  the  profession 
and  the  public  generally  have  put  this  construction  upon  the 
seventeenth  section.  Rex  v.  Hart  (a). 
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Liord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — I  see  no  ground  for  granting 
the  present  application.  The  eleventh  and  seventeenth  sec- 
tions of  the  statute  are  perfectly  distinct  from  each  other. 
The  seventeenth  section  supplies  the  public  with  means  of 
producing  a  copy  of  the  newspaper,  which  they  did  not 
previously  possess,  and  of  which  a  party  may  not  possess 
the  means  of  producing  any  other  copy;  but  it  does  not 
make  that  particular  copy  the  only  evidence  of  publication. 
The  eleventh  section  provides  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary, 
after  such  affidavit,  &c.,  shall  have  been  produced  in  evi- 
dence against  the  person  who  signed  and  made  such  affida- 
vit, or  is  therein  named,  and  after  a  newspaper  shall  have 
been  produced  in  evidence,  entitled  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  newspaper  mentioned  in  such  affidavit,  and  wherein 
the  names  of  the  printer  and  publisher,  and  the  place  of 
printing,  shall  be  the  same  as  those  mentioned  in  such 
affidavit,  for  the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor  to  prove  that  the 
newspaper  to  which  the  trial  relates  was  purchased  at  any 
house,  shop,  or  office  belonging  to  or  occupied  by  the 

(m)  10  East,  94.  But  it  was 
held  in  that  case,  that  the  affidavit 
reqoired  by  the  statute,  together 
with  the  production  ofa  newspaper 
corresponding  in  every  respect  with 
the  des<7nption  of  it  in  the  affidavit, 
was  not  only  evidence  of  the  publi- 
cation of  such  paper  bj^  the  parties 
oamed,  but  was  also  evidence  of 
its  publication  in  the  county  where 
the  printing  of  it  was  described  to 
be.  It  seems  impossible,  therefore, 
to  consider  that  case  as  an  autho- 
rity for  saving  that  the  production 
of  the  newspaper  delivered  at  the 


Stamp  Office  is  necessary ;  on  the 
contrary,  it  seems  to  be  a  decision 
the  other  way,  and  conclusive 
against  the  argument  urged  in  the 
principal  case.  It  has,  however, 
been  held  that'  the  newspaper  de- 
livered at  the  Stamp  Office  is  con- 
clusive evidence  of  publication  to 
sustain  an  indictment;  Hex  v. 
Amphlit,  6  D.  &  R.  125 ;  4  B.  &  C. 
35;  and  Holroyd,  3.  there  observed, 
that  ^  the  very  object  of  delivering 
a  copy  at  the  Stamp  Office  is,  that 
it  may  be  evidence  against  the 
proprietor.* 
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defendant,  or  where  he  usually  carries  on  the  business  of 
printing  or  publishing  such  paper,  or  where  the  same  is 
usually  sold.  Independently  of  the  statute,  a  newspaper 
purchased  at  the  house,  shop,  or  office  of  the  defendant, 
would  be  evidence  of  publication ;  but  by  the  express  words 
of  the  statute  the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor  is  exempted  from 
the  necessity  of  bringing  such  evidence,  upon  the  produc- 
tion of  the  affidavit  filed  at  the  stamp  office,  and  of  a  news- 
paper corresponding  in  certain  particulars  with  that  men- 
tioned in  the  affidavit  In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff 
proved  all  Uiat  was  necessary  to  bring  him  within  the  terms 
of  that  exemption,  and  therefore  the  proof  of  publication 
was  sufficient. 


Bayley,  J. — By  the  eleventh  section,  the  production  of 
a  newspaper  corresponding  with  the  newspaper  described 
in  the  affidavit,  places  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  situation  as 
if  he  had  produced  a  newspaper  purchased  at  the  house, 
shop,  or  office  of  the  defendant.  Such  evidence  of  publi- 
cation is  only  primi  facie,  and  is  liable  to  be  rebutted  by 
proof  of  fraud ;  but  if  not  rebutted,  it  is  clearly  sufficient. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.  coucurrcd. 


Parke,  J.,  was  gone  to  chambers. 


Rule  refused. 


The  King,  on  the  Information  of  Edmund  Lechmere 
Charlton,  Esq.  v.  John  Salway. 

Where  a  char-  INFORMATION,  stating  that  the  town  and  borough  of 
ration  dS'  ^"^'^^^  *»  *®  <^°"°^y  <>f  Salop,  is  an  ancient  town  and 
that  certain  borough,  and  that  the  burgesses  of  the  said  town  and 
beelected^^out  •>o''ough  now  are,  and  for  divers,  to  wit,  20  years  now  last 

of  the  burgesses  and  inhabitantSy  an  usage  to  elect  non-inhabitant  burgesses  is  void. 

Nor  is  such  usa^e  rendered  valid  by  a  charter  of  restoration,  granting  "  all  elections 
and  rights  of  elecUon  previously  enjoyed  by  virtue  or  pretence  (virtuU  vel pratexfu)  oC 
any  charter,  or  by  any  other  lawful  manner,  right  or  tide." 
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past  and  upwards,  have  been  and  were  one  body  corporate  i829. 
and  politic  in  deed^  fact,  and  name,  by  the  name  of  the 
bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty  of  the  town  and  bo* 
rough  of  Ludlow,  to  wit,  at  &c.;  and  that  within  the  said 
town  and  borough,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  there 
have  been  or  ought  to  have  been,  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
be  divers,  to  wit,  12  aldermen  or  principal  burgesses  of  the 
said  town  and  borough,  and  divers,  to  wit,  £5  common- 
conncilmen,  of  &c.,  and  that  the  office  of  a  common-coun* 
ciknan,  of  &c.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  hath  been  and 
still  is  a  public  office,  and  a  place  and  office  of  great  trust 
and  pre-eminence  within  the  said  town  and  borough,  touch* 
ing  the  rule  and  government  of  &c.,  and  the  administration 
of  public  justice  within  the  same  town  and  borough,  to  wit, 
atScc.,  and  that  John  Salway,  late  of  &c.,  28  October,  1825, 
at  &c.,  did  use  and  exercise,  and  from  thence  continually 
hath  there  used  and  exercised,  and  still  doth  there  use  and 
exercise,  without  any  legal  warrant,  royal  grant,  or  right 
whatsoever,  the  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c«, 
and  during  all  the  time  last  above-mentioned  hath  there 
claimed  and  still  doth  there  claim,  without  any  legal  war- 
rant &c.,  to  be  a  common-councilman  of  Sic.,  and  to  have* 
use,  and  enjoy  all  the  liberties,  privileges,  and  franchises  to 
the  office  of  a  common-councilman,  of  See.,  belonging  and 
appertaining;  which  office,  liberties,  &c.,  the  said  John 
Sahoay,  during  all  the  time  last  above-mentioned,  upon 
our  said  lord  the  king,  without  any  legal  warrant  &c.,  hath 
usurped  and  still  doth  usurp,  to  wit,  at  8cc.,  in  contempt  &c. 
To  this  information  the  defendant  pleaded  three  pleas. 
Ist.  That  true  it  is  that  said  town  and  borough  is  an  ancient 
town  and  borough,  and  that  the  burgesses  of  &c.  now  are, 
and  for  the  space  of  200  years  now  last  past  and  upwards 
have  been,  and  at  the  time  of  the  granting  of  the  letters- 
patent  hereinafter  mentioned,  were  one  body  corporate,  and 
by  the  name  &c.,  to  wit,  at  &c.;  and  that  the  office  of  a 
common-councilman,  of  &c.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
hath  been  and  still  is  a  public  office  8cc.,  to  wit,  at  8lc.,  as 
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defendant,  or  where  he  usually  carries  on  the  business  of 
printing  or  publishing  such  paper,  or  where  the  same  is 
usually  sold.  Independently  of  the  statute,  a  newspaper 
purchased  at  the  house,  shop,  or  office  of  the  defendant, 
would  be  evidence  of  publication ;  but  by  the  express  words 
of  the  statute  the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor  is  exempted  from 
the  necessity  of  bringing  such  evidence,  upon  the  produc- 
tion of  the  affidavit  filed  at  the  stamp  office,  and  of  a  news- 
paper corresponding  in  certain  particulars  with  that  men- 
tioned in  the  affidavit.  In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff 
proved  all  that  was  necessary  to  bring  him  within  the  terms 
of  that  exemption,  and  therefore  the  proof  of  publication 
was  sufficient. 


Bayley,  J. — By  the  eleventh  section,  the  production  of 
a  newspaper  corresponding  with  the  newspaper  described 
in  the  affidavit,  places  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  situation  as 
if  he  had  produced  a  newspaper  purchased  at  the  house, 
shop,  or  office  of  the  defendant  Such  evidence  of  publi- 
cation is  only  prim&  facie,  and  is  liable  to  be  rebutted  by 
proof  of  fraud;  but  if  not  rebutted,  it  is  clearly  sufficient 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.  coucurred. 


Parke,  J.,  was  gone  to  chambers. 


Rule  refused. 


The  King,  on  the  Information  of  Edmund  Lechmere 
Charlton,  Esq.  v.  John  Salway. 

Where  a  char-  INFORMATION,  stating  that  the  town  and  borough  of 

terof  incorpo-  Ludlow,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  is  an  ancient  town  and 

ration  directs  j  r 

that  certain      borough,   and  that  the  burgesses  of  the  said  town  and 

be  elected  out  ^^^^ough  now  are,  and  for  divers,  to  wit,  20  years  now  last 
of  the  bui^esses  and  inhabitants,  an  usage  to  elect  non-inhabitant  burgesses  is  void. 

Nor  is  such  usage  rendered  valid  by  a  charter  of  restoration,  granting  "  all  elections 
and  rights  of  election  previously  enjoyed  by  virtue  or  pretence  (yirttite  vei pnpUxtu)  oi 
any  charter,  or  by  any  other  lawful  manner,  right  or  title." 
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past  and  upwards,  have  been  and  were  one  body  corporate        i829. 
and  politic  in  deed^  fact,  and  name,  by  the  name  of  the 
bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty  of  the  town  and  bo- 
rough of  Ludlow,  to^wit,  at  &c.;  and  that  within  the  said 
town  and  borough,  during  all    the  time  aforesaid,  there 
have  been  or  ought  to  have  been,  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
be  divers,  to  wit,  12  aldermen  or  principal  burgesses  of  the 
said  town  and  borough,  and  divers,  to  wit,  25  common* 
conncilmen,  of  &c.,  and  that  the  office  of  a  common-coun* 
ctlman,  of  &c.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  hath  been  and 
still  is  a  public  office,  and  a  place  and  office  of  great  trust 
and  pre-eminence  within  the  said  town  and  borough,  touch- 
ing the  rule  and  government  of  8cc.,  and  the  administration 
of  public  justice  within  the  same  town  and  borough,  to  wit, 
atSic.,  and  that  John  Salway,  late  of  8cc.,  28  October,  1825, 
at  &c.,  did  use  and  exercise,  and  from  thence  continually 
hath  there  used  and  exercised,  and  still  doth  there  use  and 
exercise,  without  any  legal  warrant,  royal  grant,  or  right 
whatsoever,   the  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c«, 
and  during  all  the  time  last  above-mentioned  hath  there 
claimed  and  still  doth  there  claim,  without  any  legal  war* 
raat  &c.,  to  be  a  common-councilman  of  Sic.,  and  to  have, 
use,  and  enjoy  all  the  liberties,  privileges,  and  franchises  to 
the  office  of  a  common-councilman,  of  See.,  belonging  and 
appertaining;  which  office,  liberties,  &c.,  the  said  John 
Sahoay,  during  all  the  time  last  above-mentioned,  upon 
our  said  lord  the  king,  without  any  legal  warrant  &c.,  hath 
usurped  and  still  doth  usurp,  to  wit,  at  8cc.,  in  contempt  &c. 
To  this  information  the  defendant  pleaded  three  pleas, 
lat.  That  true  it  is  that  said  town  and  borough  is  an  ancient 
town  and  borough,  and  that  the  burgesses  of  8cc.  now  are, 
9Qd  for  the  space  of  200  years  now  last  past  and  upwards 
have  been,  and  at  the  time  of  the  granting  of  the  letters- 
PQtent  hereinafter  mentioned,  were  one  body  corporate,  and 
^y  the  name  8cc.,  to  wit,  at  &c.;  and  that  the  office  of  a 
^^^tnmon-councilman,  of  &c.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
^Hth  been  and  still  is  a  public  office  8cc.,  to  wit,  at  8lc.,  as 
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by  the  said  information  is  above  suggested :  And  defendant 
further  saith,  that  the  lady  Elizabeth,  late  Queen  of  England, 
by  her  letters- patent  under  her  great  seal  of  England,  bearing 
date  on  a  certain  day  in  that  behalf  therein  mentioned,  to 
wit,  the  2dd  day  of  October,  in  the  38th  year  of  her  reign, 
after  reciting  as  therein  mentioned,  of  her  especial  grace 
and  of  her  certain  knowledge  and  mere  motion,  for  her,  her 
heirs  and  successors,  did  thereby  grant  and  ordain,  that 
from  thenceforth  there  might  and  should  be  within  die 
town  or  borough  of  Ludlow  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time, 
37  of  the  more  discreet  and  honest  burgesses  and  inhabit- 
ants of  the  same  town  or  borough  who  should  be  and  be 
nominated  the  common- council  of  &c.  aforesaid;  of  which 
same  37  burgesses  and  inhabitants,  12  of  the  most  honest 
and  discreet  should  be  nominated  and  reputed  aldermen  or 
principal  burgesses  and  inhabitants,  one  should  yearly  be 
elected  to  be  chief  bailiff  of  Sec. ;  and  of  which  37,  ^  being 
the  residue  of  the  same  number,  together  with  the  afore- 
said  12,  should  together  be  and  be  called  the  common- 
council  of  the  town  or  borough  aforesaid ;  of  which  same 
25  one  should  yearly  be  elected  to  be  second  bailiff  of  the 
town  and  borough  aforesaid ;  and  after  thereby  assigning, 
nominating,  constituting,  and  making  certain  persona  therein 
named  and  specified  to  be  the  first  and  modem  12  aldermen 
or  principal  councillors  of  &c.,  and  certain  other  persons 
therein  also  named  &c.  to  be  the  first  and  modern  25  of 
the  common-council  of  &c.;  (which  same  25,  together  with 
the  aforesaid  12  aldermen,  her  said  majesty  thereby  de- 
clared should  be  and  be  called  the  common-council  of  &c.;) 
and  after  declaring  her  will  to  be  that  the  same  12  alder- 
men should  be  the  principals  and  more  worthy  of  the  same 
council,  the  said  queen  willed,  and   by  the  said  letters- 
patent  for  her,  her  heirs  &c.,  granted,  that  whenever  it 
should  happen  that  the  aforesaid  12  aldermen  so  as  afore- 
said nominated,  or  any  of  them,  or  the  aforesaid  25  com- 
mon-councilroen  so  as  aforesaid  nominated,  or  any  of  thein^ 
should  die,  or  from  their  offices  aforesaid,  for  ill  govern* 
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ment  in  that  behalf^  be  removed,  that  then  and  so  often  it 
should  and  might  be  lawful  for  the  residue  of  the  said  12 
and  25,  being  the  common-council  of  &c.,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  to  elect,  nominate,  and  prefer  one  or  more 
other  or  others  of  the  said  number  of  the  £5  burgesses  and 
inhabitants  of  &c.  for  the  time  being,  in  the  place  or  places 
of  any  person  or  perrons  of  the  said  number  of  12,  and  also 
one  or  more  other  or  others  of  the  burgesses  and  inhabit- 
ants of  &c.,  in  the  place  or  places  of  anj  person  or  persons 
of  the  number  of  the  aforesaid  25  so  happening  to  die  or 
to  be  removed,  and  him  or  them  so  elected  and  preferred 
again,  for  reasonable  causeSi  from  their  place  or  offices 
aforesaid  to  remove,  and  that  he  or  they  so  elected  and 
preferred,  or  to  be  elected  and  preferred,  into  the  number 
of  the  aforesaid  12,  or  into  the  number  of  the  aforesaid  25, 
should  be  of  the  number  of  the  same  12  and  25,  in  the  like 
manner  and  form  as  the  aforesaid  other  persons  by  her  said 
majesty  in  those  presents  before  constituted,  were  and 
should  be ;  and  so  often  as  the  case  should  so  happen  that 
by  the  death  or  removal  of  any  of  the  same  12  aldermen,  or 
by  the  death  or  removal  of  any  of  the  same  25,  the  place 
of  any  of  the  same  12,  or  of  any  of  the  same  25,  should  be 
void,  another  or  others  of  the  burgesses  and  inhabitants 
of  &€.,  in  the  place  of  the  same  12  or  25  so  happening  to 
die  or  be  removed,  should  be  elected  and  preferred  by  the 
residue  of  the  number  of  12  or  25,  or  by  the  major  part  of 
them,  into  the  number  of  the  aforesaid  12  aldermen  and  of 
the  aforesaid  25;  and  that  the  aforesaid  aldermen  and  the 
aforesaid  25  so  from  time  to  time  elected  and  preferred, 
and  to  be  elected  and  preferred,  should  take  a  corporal 
oath  before  the  bailiff  of  8cc.,  for  the  time  being,  well  and 
faithfully  to  execute  the  same  offices  (prout  patet  per  recor- 
dum) :  which  letters-patent  afterwards,  to  wit,  I  November, 
1596,  the  then  burgesses  of  8cc.  accepted,  to  wit,  at  &c., 
and  by  virtue  of  the  premises,  the  burgesses  of  8cc.  have 
from  thenceforth  hitherto  been  and  still  are  one  body  poli- 
tic 8ic.,  by  the  name  Sec.,  to  wit,  at  &c.:  That  before  and 
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on  £8  October,  1824,  the  office  of  one  of  the  said  ^ 
council-men  of  8cc.  became  and  was  vacant,  to  wit,  at  &c, 
and  that  thereupon  the  said  office,  being  so  vacant  as  afore- 
said, the  major  part  of  the  12  aldermen  of  &c.,  and  of  the 
residue  of  the  said  25  common-councilmen,  having  then 
and  there  lawfully  assembled  together,  to  wit,  on  &c,  at 
the  Guildhall  of  and  within  the  said  town  and  borough,  did 
then  and  there  elect,  nominate,  and  prefer  him  the  said 
John  Salway,  then  and  there  being  one  of  the  burgesses 
of  8cc.,  into  the  number  of  the  said  25  common-councilmen 
of  &c.,  to  fill  the  said  vacancy,  and  that  he  the  said  Jdm 
Saiway,  being  so  elected  &c.,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  U/^ 
at  &c.,  did  take  a  corporal  oath  before  one  E.  fV.  and  one 
E.  P.,  then  and  there  being  the  bailiffs  of  &c.  for  the  time 
being,  well  and  faithfully  to  execute  the  said  office  of  one 
of  the  said  25  common-councilmen,  and  thereupon  said 
jBkn  Saltvay  into  the  said  office  of  one  of  the  said  25 
common-councilmen  of  8cc.  was  then  and  there  duly  ad- 
mitted, and  by  virtue  of  his  having  been  so  elected,  nomi- 
nated, preferred,  sworn  and  admitted  as  aforesaid,  said 
John  Salway  then  and  there  became,  and  was  and  ever 
since  hath  been,  and  still  is,  a  common-councilmao  ofiu:^ 
to  wit,  at  8cc.,  and  that  by  that  warrant  said  John  Salway, 
during  all  the  time  laid  and  mentioned  in  the  said  informa- 
tion in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  did  use  and  exercise,  and 
hath  thence  hitherto  used  and  exercised,  and  still  doth  there 
use  and  exercise  the  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c., 
and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  hath  there  claimed  and 
still  doth  there  claim  to  be  a  common-councilman  of  &c^ 
and  hath  there  used  and  enjoyed,  and  still  doth  there  claim 
to  have,  use,  and  enjoy  all  the  liberties,  privileges,  and 
franchises  to  the  said  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c. 
belonging  and  appertaining,  as  it  was  and  still  is  lawful  for 
him  to  do :  Absque  hoc,  that  the  said  John  Salway  the 
said  office,  liberties,  &c.  in  the  said  information  mentioned, 
or  any  of  them,  upon  our  said  lord  the  king  hath  usurped 
or  did  usurp,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  and  by  the  said 
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iDrorniatiou  is  alleged  against  him:  All  and  singular  which  ^8^^* 
matters  and  things  said  John  Salway  is  ready  to  verify  and 
prove,  as  the  Court  here  shall  award  :  Wherefore  he  prays 
judgment,  and  that  the  said  office^  franchise.  Sec.  so  by  him 
claimed  in  form  aforesaid,  may  be  allowed  and  adjudged  to 
him,  and  that  he  may  be  dismissed  and  discharged  by  the 
Court  here  of  and  from  the  premises  above  chained  upon 
him. 

The  second  plea  states  the  borough  to  be  by  prescrip- 
tioD,  and  states  a  prescriptive  right  to  elect,  upon  any 
vacancy,  one  other  of  the  burgesses  of  8cc.  to  become  and 
be  one  of  such  25  common-councilmen  of  &c.,  and  that 
the  sMd  vacant  office  of  one  of  the  said  25  common-council- 
men  to  enter  into  and  fill,  to  wit,  at  &c. ;  and  such  burgess 
so  elected  and  chosen  as  aforesaid,  for  and  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid,  hath  been  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be  sworn 
and  admitted  into  the  said  office  of  common-councilman 
before  the  bailiffs  of  &c.;  and  every  burgess  being  so 
elected,  sworn,  and  admitted,  hath  always,  from  time 
whereof  See.,  there  had,  used,  and  exercised,  and  of  right 
ought  to  have  had,  used,  and  exercised,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  have,  use,  and  exercise  the  office  of  a  common- 
councilman  of  See,  and  had  always,  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid,  had,  used,  and  enjoyed,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  had,  used,  and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
have,  use,  and  enjoy  there  all  the  liberties,  &c.  to  the  said 
office  of  a  common-councilman  of  8cc.  belonging  and  ap- 
pertaining, to  wit,  at  &c.  This  plea  then  alleges,  as  in  the 
first  plea,  the  election  and  admittance  of  Salway. 

The  third  plea,  after  confessing  the  allegations  in  the 
information  as  in  the  first  plea,  states,  that  whilst  the 
burgesses  of  &€•  were  such  body  corporate  and  politic  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  19th  December,  4  W.  is  M.,  their  said 
late  majesties,  by  letters-patent  under  their  great  seal  of 
England,  bearing  date  8cc.,  after  reciting  that  a  certain 
instrument  in  writing,  bearing  date  19th  January,  36  Cha. 
d,  was  made  by  the  bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty  of 
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their  town  or  borough  of  Ludlow,  in  the  county  of  Salop, 
or  in  the  name  of  the  bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty 
of  &C.9  and  sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  them ;  in  which 
certain  instrument  it  was  contained  or  mentioned  that  the 
aforesaid  bailifiB,  burgesses,  and  commonalty,  granted  and 
surrendered  to  their  said  majesties'  aforesaid  uncle  (a),  his 
heirs  and  successors,  all  and  singular  the  powers,  privileges, 
and  authorities  whatsoever  wherewith  they,  or  any  select 
number  of  them,  exercised  or  used,  by  virtue  of  any  charter, 
"^  letters-patent,  customs,  or  prescriptions,  of  or  concerning 
the  election,  nomination,  constituting,  or  appointing  of  any 
person  or  persons  to  the  several  and  respective  offices  of 
bailiffs,  aldermen,  justices  of  the  peace,  common-couDcil- 
men,  recorder,  town  clerk,  steward  of  the  court-leet  and 
view  of  frankpledge  held  within  the  town  and  borough 
aforesaid,  coroner,  serjeants  at  mace,  and  attorneys  in  the 
court  of  pleas  held  within  the  town  and  borough  aforesaid, 
and  every  of  their  offices  or  places  aforesaid,  into  or  for 
the  exercising  or  executing  of  them,  or  any  of  them,  as  by 
the  aforesaid  instrument  inrolled  in  their  said  late  majesties' 
G>urt  of  Chancery,  and  there  remaining  of  record,  did 
more  fully  appear :  and  after  reciting  also,  amongst  other 
things,  certain  letters-patent  therein  mentioned  to  have 
been  granted  by  his  late  majesty  King  James  the  Second, 
their  said  late  majesties  King  William  the  Third  and  Queen 
Mary,  of  their  especial  grace,  and  from  the  certain  know- 
ledge and  mere  motion  of  their  said  late  majesties,  gave, 
granted,  restored,  and  released,  and  by  these  presents,  for 
them,'  their  heirs  and  successors,  did  give,  grant,  restore, 
and  release  to  their  well-beloved  subjects,  burgesses  and 
inhabitants  of  the  town  or  borough  of  Ludlow  aforesaid, 
all  and  singular  the  liberties,  privileges,  powers  and  irnmu* 
nities,  franchises,  authorities,  rights,  jurisdictions,  exemp- 
tions, and  other  profits  and  advantages  whatsoever,  so  as 
aforesaid  granted  and  surrendered,  or  mentioned  to  be 
granted  or  surrendered  to  their  said  late  majesties'  late  un- 
cle (a),  in  as  ample  manner  and  form  as  the  aforesaid  bailiffs, 
(a)  Charles  II.  uncle  to  both. 


Salway. 


Faster  term,  x  geo.  iv.  321 

burgesses,  and  commonaltyi  or  their  predecessors,  had  or        1899. 
eojoyed^  or  ought  to  have  had  or  enjoyed  the  premises,  or     rp.    i?   . 
any  of  them,  before  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  thereinbefore  v. 

recited  instrament  of  surrender,  and  as  if  the  said  instru- 
ment of  surrender  had  never  been :  And  further,  their  said 
late  majesties  King  William  the  Third  and  Queen  Mary 
willed,  and  by  those  letters-patent,  for  them,  their  heirs  and 
successors,  did  grant,  restore^  confirm,  and  ratify  to  the  said 
bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty  of  the  said  town  or  bo- 
rough aforesaid,  and  their  successors,  (amongst  other  things,) 
also  so  many,  so  great,  such,  the  same,  such  sort  and  the 
like  liberties,  franchises,  powers,  immunities,  exemptions, 
privileges,  authorities,  quittances,  rights,  jurisdictions,  wastes, 
void  grounds,  commodities,  profits,  emoluments,  and  here- 
ditaments whatsoever,  as  the  late  bailiffs,  burgesses,  and 
commonalty  of  the  town  or  borough  aforesaid,  or  their  pre- 
decessors, by  whatsoever  name  or  names,  or  by  whatsoever 
incorporation,  or  pretence  of  whatsoever  incorporation, 
before  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  aforesaid  deed  of  surren- 
der had  held,  used,  enjoyed  or  occupied,  or  ought  to  have 
held,  used  or  enjoyed,  by  themselves  or  their  successors, 
by  reason  or  pretence  (a)  of  any  charters,  grants,  or  letters- 
patent,  by  any  of  their  said  late  majesties'  progenitors  or 
ancestors,  late  kings  or  queens  of  England,  in  any  manner, 
before  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  instrument  or  surrender 
aforesaid,  made,  granted,  or  confirmed,  or  by  any  lawful 
manner,  right,  or  title,  although  the  same,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  had  been  forfeited,  lost,  or  surrendered,  and 
although  the  same,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  had  been  mis- 
used, or  not  acted  upon,  abated,  or  discontinued :  To  have, 
hold,  and  enjoy  to  the  aforesaid  bailiffs,  burgesses,  and 
commonalty  of  8cc.,  and  their  successors,  for  ever,  (prout 
patet  per  recordum.)  Which  letters-patent  the  then  bur- 
gesses of  8ic.  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.  accepted,  to  wit, 
at  &c.  And  by  virtue  of  the  premises  the  burgesses  of  the 
same  borough  have  from  thenceforth  hitherto  been,  and 

(a)  ridep09t,SSS,ia), 
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1899.        still  are,  one  bodj  politic  &c.»  by  the  name  8ic.,  to  wit, 
at  &c. :  That  the  said  instrument  or  deed  of  surrender  m 
the  same  letters-patent  mentioned,  was  a  certain  inatmiDeot 
Salway.      or  deed  of  surrender  bearing  date  19  January,  36  Cflr.2, 
and  that  for  a  long  time»  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  70  years, 
before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  date  and  makii^  of  the  said 
deed  or  instrument  of  surrender,  the  said  bailiffs,  burge89es, 
and  commonalty  of  &c.  aforesaid,  by  reason  or  pretence  of 
a  certain  charter  before  then  granted  to  them,  to  wit,  the 
said  charter  or  letters-patent  in  the  said  first  plea  mentioned, 
had,  used,  and  enjoyed,  and  then  did  use  and  enjoy  a  cer- 
tain power,  franchise,  election,  and  uomination,  to  wit,  z!^ 
follow^ ;  that  is  to  say,  that  whensoever  the  place  or  oii$ce 
of  one  of  the  said  05  common-councilmen  became  and  was 
vacant,  the  said  12  aldermen  of  &c«,  and  the  residue  of  the 
said  25  common -councilmen  thereof,  or  the  major  part  of 
^he  said  aldermen  and  of  the  said  common-councilmen 
of  &c.  for  the  time  being,  had,  during  the  time  last  afore- 
said, elected,  nominated,  and  appointed,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  date  of  the  said  instrument  of  surrender,  were  used 
to  and  did  elect,  nominate,  and  appoint,  and  thence  hitherto 
continually  have  elected,  nominated  and  appointed,  and 
used  and  enjoyed  the  right,  franchise,  and  privilege  of  elect- 
ing, nominating,  and  appointing  some  one  or  other  of  the 
burgesses  of  &c.  to  become  and  be  one  of  such  25  common* 
councilmen  of  the  said  town  and  borough,  and  the  said 
vacant  office  of  one  of  the  said  25  common-councilmen 
thereof  to  enter  into  and  fill ;  and  such  burgess  so  elected, 
nominated,  and  appointed  as  aforesaid,  for  a  long  time 
before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  date  and  making  of  the  said 
instrument  of  surrender,  had  been,  and  was  and  of  right 
ought  to  have  been,  and  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  still 
is  sworn  and   admitted  into  the  said  office  of  common- 
councilman,  before  the  bailiffs  of  &c.  for  the  time  being ; 
and  every  burgess  so  elected,  appointed,  nominated,  sworn, 
and  admitted  as  aforesaid,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  instrument  of  surrender  had  been,  and 
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was  used  and  accustomed  to  have  and  exercise,  and  thence 
bilherto  hath  been  used  and  accustomed  to  have  and  exer-^ 
cise  the  office  and  place  of  a  common-councUman  of  &c., 
and  all  the  liberties,  franchises  and   privileges  thereunto 
belonging  and  appertaining,  to  wit,  at  &c.;  that  before  and 
on  the  28th  day  of  October,  1824^  the  office  of  one  of  the 
25  common-councilmen  became  and  was  vacant,  to  wit, 
at  &c.,  and  that  thereupon  the  said  office,  being  so  vacant 
as  aforesaid,  the  major  part  of  the  said  12  aldermen  of  8cc. 
for  the  time  being,   and  of  the  25  common-councilmen 
thereof,  being  then  and  there  lawfully  assembled  together, 
did  then  and  there  together,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  elect, 
nominate,  and  appoint  the  said  John  Salwdy,  then  and 
there  being  one  of  the  said  burgesses  of  the  said  town  or 
borough,  to  become  and  be   one  of  such  25  common- 
councilmen  of  8cc,,  and  the  said  vacant  office  or  place  of 
one  of  the  said  25  common-councilmen  of  &c.  to  enter  into 
and  fill,  to  wit,  at  &c. :  And  the  said  John  Salway  further 
saith,  that  being  so  elected,  nominated,  and  appointed  as 
aforesaid,  he  the  said  John  Salway  was  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  &€.,  at  &c.,  duly  sworn  before  one  Edward  Welling  and 
one  £.  Prodgers,  (then  and  there  being  the  bailiffs  of  8cc.,) 
and  did  then  and  there  before  such  bailiffs,  in  due  form  of 
iair,  take  his  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Evangelists  of 
God,  for  the  due  and  faithful  execution  of  his  duty  as  such 
common-councilman  as  aforesaid,  and  into  the  said  office 
of  a  comrmon-councilman  of  8lc.  was  then  and  there,  by  the 
bailiffs  aforesaid,  duly  admitted,  and  then  and  there  duly 
entered  into  and  upon  the  same;  and  by  virtue  of  his  hav- 
ing been  so  elected,  nominated,  appointed,  sworn  and  ad-* 
aiitted    as  aforesaid,  he  the  said  John  Salway  then  and 
there  became,  and  was  and  ever  since  hath  been  and .  still 
is  a  coinmon-councilman  of  8ic.,  to  wit,  at  8lc.,  and  by  that 
warrant  he  the  said  John  Salway,  for  and  during  all  the 
time  laid  and  mentioned  in  the  said  information,  did  use 
and  exercise,  and  hath  thence  hitherto  used  and  exercised, 
and  atilldoth  there  use  and  exercise  the  office  of  a  common- 
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councilman  of  Sic,  and  for  and  during  all  that  time  hath 
claimed  and  still  doth  claim  to  be  a  common-councilman 
of  8cc.,  and  to  have  and  use  and  enjoy  all  the  liberties,  pri- 
vileges, and  franchises  to  the  said  office  belonging  and  apper- 
taining, as  it  was  and  is  lawful  for  him  to  do  for  the  cause 
aforesaid.  Absque  hoc  that  he  the  said  John  Salwaj  the 
said  offices,  privileges,  franchises,  and  liberties,  in  the  said 
information  mentioned,  or  anj  of  them,  upon  our  lord  the 
king  hath  usurped,  or  ever  did  usurp,  as  in  and  by  the  said 
information  is  alleged  against  him.     AM  which,  &c. 

To  the  first  of  these  pleas  there  was  a  demurrer. 

To  the  second  the  prosecutor  replied,  that  before  the  time 
of  the  election  of  the  said  John  Salway,  in  that  plea  me[^ 
tioned,  the  said  charter  or  letters-patent  of  the  said  Lady 
Elizabeth,  late  Queen  of  England,  in  the  said  first  plea 
mentioned,  had  been  accepted,  as  in  the  first  plea  is  men- 
tioned, and  at  the  time  of  the  said  supposed  election  ia 
that  plea  mentioned  was  in  full  force,  virtue,  and  effect; 
and  that  by  virtue  thereof,  long  before  and  at  that  time, 
whenever  the  office  of  one  of  the  said  common-councilmen 
of  &c.  hath  become  and  been  vacant,  the  said  12  aldermen 
of  &c.,  and  the  residue  of  the  said  25  common-councilmen 
thereof,  or  the  major  part  of  the  said  common-councilmen 
for  the  time  being,  lawfully  assembled,  have  elected  and 
chosen,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  elected  and  chosen,  and 
still  as  and  when  there  shall  be  any  vacancy  in  the  said 
number  of  25  common-councilmen,  of  right  ought  to  elect 
and  choose  some  one  other  of  the  burgesses  and  inhabit- 
ants of  &c.  to  become  and  be  one  of  siich  25  common- 
councilmen  of  &c.,  and  the  said  vacant  office  of  one  of  the 
said  25  common-councilmen  to  enter  into  and  fill;  and  that 
such  burgess  and  inhabitant  so  elected  and  chosen  as  afore- 
said, of  right  ought  to  be  sworn  and  admitted  into  the  said 
office  of  common-councilman ;  and  that  every  burgess  and 
inhabitant  being  so  elected,  sworn,  and  admitted  into  the 
said  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c.,  as  aforesaid, 
hath  long  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  supposed 


The  King 


Salway. 
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election  in  the  said  second  plea  mentioned,  used  and  exer- 
cised, and  of  right  ought  to  have  used  and  exercised,  and 
still  of  right  ought  to  have,  use,  and  exercise  the  office  of  v, 

a  common-councilman  of  8cc.,  and  hath  always,  for  and 
during  all  the  time  last  aforesaid,  had,  used,  and  enjoyed, 
and  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  used,  and  enjoyed,  and  still 
of  right  ought  to  have,  use,  and  enjoy  there  all  the  liberties, 
franchises,  and  privileges  to  the  said  office  of  a  connnon- 
councilman  of  &c.  belonging  and  appertaining.      Absque 
hoc,  that  from  time  whereof  8cc.,  whenever  the  office  of 
one  of  the  said  common-councilmen  of  &c.  hath  become 
and  been  vacant,  the  said  12  aldermen  of  Scc,  and  the  resi- 
due  of  the  said  25  common-councilmen  thereof,  or  the 
major  part  of  the  said  aldermen  and  of  the  said  comniou- 
councilnien  for  the  time  being,  being  lawfully  assembled, 
have  been  elected  and  chosen,  and  of  right  ought  to  have 
elected  and  chosen,  and  still  as  and  when  there  shall  be 
any  vacancy  in  the  said  number  of  25  common-councilmen, 
of  right  ought  to  elect  and  choose  some  one  other  of  the 
burgesses  of  &c.  to  become  and  be  one  of  such  25  common- 
councilmen  of  the  said  town  and  borough,  and  the  said 
vacant  office  of  one  of  the  said  common-councilmen  to 
enter  into  and  fill ;  and  that  such  burgess,  so  elected  and 
chosen  as  aforesaid,  for  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
hath  been  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be  sworn  and  admitted 
into  the  said  office  of  common-councilman ;  and  that  every 
burgess,  being  so  elected,  sworn,  and  admitted  into  the 
said  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  the  said  town  and 
borough  as  aforesaid,  hath  always,  from  time  whereof  8cc. 
there  had,  used,  and  exercised,  and  of  right  ought  to  have 
bad,  used,  and  exercised,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have, 
use,  and  exercise  the  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c. 
and  hath  always,  for  and  during  all  the  time  in  that  plea 
mentioned,  had,  used,  and  enjoyed,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  had,  used,  and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
bave^  use,  and  enjoy  there  all  the  liberties,  franchises,  and 
privileges  to  the  said  office  of  a  common-councilman  of  &c. 
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belonging  and  appertaining,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
John  Salway  hath  in  his  said  second  plea  in  tiiat  behalf 
alleged.     Verification  and  prayer  of  judgment. 

The  second  (a)  replication  to  the  second  plea  took  issue 
upon  the  allegation  that  the  major  part  of  the  12  aldermen 
of  8cc.  for  the  time  being,  and  of  the  said  25  common-coun- 
cilmen^  were  lawfully  assembled  together,  modo  et  formi. 

A  third  replication  to  the  second  plea  stated,  that  long 
before  the  said   supposed  election  and  choice  of  the  said 
John  Salway  in  that  plea  mentioned,  the  said  Lady  Eliza- 
beth, late  Queen  of  England,  by  her  letters-patent,  under 
her  great  seal  of  England  in  the  said  first  plea  of  the  said 
John  Salway  mentioned,  did  grant  and  ordain  as  in  that 
plea  is  mentioned  and  set  forth ;  which  letters-patent  the 
said  then  burgesses,  of  &c.  afterwards  and  long  before  the 
said  supposed  election  of  the  said  John  Salway,  to  wit, 
1   November,    1596,  accepted,  to  wit,  at  &c.     And  that 
under  and  by  virtue  thereof,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
said  supposed  election  of  the  said  John  Salway,  whenever  the 
ofiice  of  one  of  the  said  common-council  men  had  become 
vacant,  the  said  12  aldermen  and   the  residue  of  the  said 
common-councilmen,   or  the  major  part  of   the  said  12 
aldermen  and  common- councilmen  for  the  time  being,  law- 
fully assembled,  had  elected  and  chosen  and  of  right  ought 
to  have  elected  and  chosen,  and  still  as  when  there  shall 
be  any  vacancy  in  the  said  number  of  £5  common-council- 
men  of  right  ought  to  elect  and  choose  some  one  other  of 
the  burgesses  of  the  said,  8cc.  being  an  inhabitant  thereof, 
to  become  and  be  one  of  such  25  common-councilmen  of 
the  said  &c.  and  the  said  vacant  office  of  one  of  the  said  25 
common-councilmen  to  enter  into  and  fill,  and  such  burgess 
being  an  inhabitant  as  aforesaid,  so  elected  and  chosen  as 
aforesaid,  hath  been  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be  sworn 
and  admitted  into  the  said  office,  and  to  use,  exercise  and 
enjoy,  all  the  liberties,  privileges  and  franchises  to  the  said 
office  of  a  common-councilman  belonging  and  appertaining. 

(a)  As  to  tlie  cases  in  which  the      tioiis  to  the  same  plen,  see  Mann. 
Crown  may  put  in  several  replica-      £xch.  Pract.  2d  ed.  108;  (r). 
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.    Tbe  first  replication  to  the  third  plea  took  issue  upon  the         1899. 
alleged  user. 

Tbe  second  replication  to  the  third  plea  stated,  that 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  date  and  making  of  the  said 
deed  or  instrument  of  surrender  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
(be  said  charter  or  letters-patent  of  the  said  Lady  Elizabeth, 
late  See,  had  been  accepted  as  in  the  said  first  plea  is  nien- 
tionedy  and  at  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  making  of  the 
said  deed  and  instrument  of  surrender,  was  in  full  force, 
virtue  and  effect.     Verification  and  prayer  pf  judgment. 

The  third  replication  to  the  third  plea  took  issue  upon 
the  allegation,  that  the  major  part  of  the  said  aldermen  for 
the  time  being,  and  of  the  said  25  common-councilmeii, 
were  lawfully  assembled  together,  modo  et  form^. 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer ;  and  to  the  first  repli- 
cation to  the  second  plea  he  rejoined,  reasserting  the  pre- 
scriptive mode  of  election.     To  the  third  replication  to  the 
second  plea  he  rejoined,  that  since  the  granting  of  the  said 
letters-patent  of  the  said   Lady  Elizabeth,  late  Queen  of 
England,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  election  of  the 
said  John  Salway,  whenever  the  office  of  one  of  the  said 
common-councilmen  had  become  vacant,   the  said  12  aU 
dermen  and  the  residue  of  tbe  said  common-councilmen 
for  the  time  being,  being  lawfully  assembled,  have  elected 
and  chosen  and  of  right  ought  to  have  elected  and  chosen, 
and  still  as  when  there  shall  be  any  vacancy  in  tbe  said 
number  of  25  common-councilmen,  of  right  ought  to  elect 
and  choose  some  one  other  of  the  burgesses  of  8cc,,  to 
becoaie  and  be  one  of  such  25  common-councilmen  of  &c., 
and  the  said  vacant  office  of  one  of  the  said  25  common- 
councilmen   to  enter  into   and  fill,  and   such  burgess  so 
elected  and  chosen  as  aforesaid,  for  and  during  all  the  time 
last  aforesaid,  hath  been  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be  sworn 
uid  admitted  into  the  said  office  before  the  bailiff  of  8cc., 
and  being  so  elected,  sworn  and  admitted  as  aforesaid,  to 
use  and  exercise  the  said  office  of  a  common-councilman, 
and  all  the  liberties,  franchises  and  privileges  thereto  be- 
longing and  appertaining.     Verification  and  prayer  of  judg- 
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1899.        ment.    The  defendant  demurred  to  the  second  replication 
to  the  third  plea. 
J.  ""         The  prosecutor  demurred  to  the  rejoinder  to  the  third 
Salway.      replicatiou  to  the  second  plea^and  joined  in  demurrer  upon 
the  demurrer  to  the  second  replication  to  the  third  plea* 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer  upon  the  rejoinder  to 
the  third  replication  to  the  second  plea  (a). 

jilderson,  for  the  crown.  The  question  will,  ultimately, 
resolve  itself  into  this,  whether  the  construction  of  the 
charter  of  Elizabeth  is  clear  upon  the  face  of  it>  for  if  it  be 
sO|  no  evidence  of  usage  is  admissible  to  explain  a  latent 
ambiguity.  The  election  must  be  made  from  the  bui^esses 
and  inhabitants,  which  expression  is  equivalent  to  burgesses 
being  inhabitants.  The  party  elected  must  be  an  inhabitant 
at  the  time  of  the  election.  The  present  case  is  not  distin* 
guishable  from  that  of  Rex  v.  IletUh  (6)#  There  the  com- 
mon-councilmen  were  directed  by  the  charter  to  be  elected 
**  de  discretioribus  civibus  et  inhabitantibus  civitatis/'  the 
very  words  used  here,  and  there  it  was  held  that  a  freeman, 
not  being  an  inhabitant,  is  not  eligible.  In  the  Queenbo- 
rough  case.  Rex  v.  Greet  (c),  the  words  were  "  burgess  or 
inhabitant,''  and  it  was  held  that  an  usage  restricting  the 

(a)  The  following  note  of  the  that  for  70  years  before  the  charier 

points  for  ai^ament  was  inserted  of  W,  &  M.,  the  said  corporation 

in  tlie  mar^n  of  the  defendant's  by  reason  or  pretence  of  the  diarter 

demurrer  books :  "  In  support  of  of  Etiz.  had  used  and  enjoyed  the 

the  demurrer  to  the  second  repli-  mode  of  election  under  which  the 

cation  to  the  third  plea,  it  is  in-  defendant  in    this    instance  ms 

tended  to  be  argued  by  the  defend-  elected,  the  rejoining  of  the  charter 

ant,  that  the  charter  of  ir.&  M,  of  Elis,  is  altogether  immaterial; 

having  granted  and  confirmed  to  first,  because  the  mode  of  the  de- 

the   corporation    of  Ludlow   the  fendant's  election  was  not  inoon- 

election  of  officers,  and  the  like  sistent  with  that  charter,  and  se- 

liberties,  franchises,  &c.  as  the  late  condly,  that  if  it  were,  the  charter 

antecedent  corporation  had   held  of  IT.  4*  ^'  had  confirmed  it  as  an 

and  enjoyed  by  reason  or  pretence  election  or  franchise  previously  ex- 

of  any  charter  before  granted,  or  isting  de  facto." 

by  any  other  lawful  right  or  title,  (6)1  Barnard iston,  4 16, (Exeter), 

and  it  being  averred  and  admitted  (r)  Ante,  ii.  391,  8  B.  &  C.  363* 
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ebction  to  the  burgesses  being  inhabitants  was  bad.  The 
Court  said,  that  the  introduction  of  the  word  ''  or"  instead 
of  ''  and"  made  all  the  difference.  If  we  read  ''  or"  here» 
we  should  introduce  a  construction  inconsistent  with  the 
usage,  which  has  been  to  elect  burgesses  only.  In  Rex  v. 
MiiUr  (a),  Grose,  J.  says,  **  I  admit  that  where  there  is  any 
doubt  in  a  statute  or  charter,  it  may  be  explained  by  usage; 
but  there  is  no  doubt  on  the  words  of  the  statute,  and  if  the 
usage  were  received  here,  it  would  be  for  the  purpose  of 
creating,  not  explaining  a  doubt."  Even  a  bye  law  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  establish  such  a  mode  of  election. 
Then  if  an  actual  bye  law  would  not  do,  a  usage  from 
which  a  bye  law  is  to  be  implied  will  not. 

Taunton,  for  the  defendant.  The  first  point  involves  the 
simple  construction  of  the  charter*  The  second  raises  the 
question  how  far  usage  can  be  resorted  to,  whether  the  re« 
plication  is  sufficient.  The  third  point  Introduces  a  ques- 
tion out  of  the  charter  of  W.  Sf  M,,  which  stands  upon 
totally  different  grounds  from  the  preceding,  and  if  the  last 
plea  can  be  supported,  the  other  pleas  become  immaterial 
except  with  reference  to  costs.  Rex  v.  Heath  is  not 
conclusive,  since  the  only  point  there  determined  was, 
whether  a  quo  warranto  should  issue,  in  other  words,  whe- 
ther the  point  should  be  tried  or  not ;  and  the  rule  for  the 
information  was  made  absolute,  because  it  appeared  to  the 
Court  that  there  was  sufficient  doubt  to  entitle  the  parties 
to  try  the  question.  Inquiry  has  been  made  as  to  what 
became  of  that  case,  and  it  appears  that  an  information 
was  filed.  The  plea  stated  that  the  defendant  was  both 
an  inhabitant  and  a  burgess.  No  trial  appears  to  have  been 
had,  nor  was  any  judgment  given,  nor  can  any  judgment  be 
found.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  The  defendant  in  that  case 
did  not  venture  to  contradict  the  prosecutor's  case.]  The 
defendant  preferred  an  issue  of  fact  to  an  issue  of  law. 
In  old  charters,  inhabitant  of  a  borough  is  synonimous  with 
burgess.  Spelman's  Glossary,  in  verbo  "Burg."  So  White- 
(a)  6  T.  R.  268,  (Northampton). 
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locke   8aj8,  **  Burgesses  are  inhabitaoto  and  freemen  of 
boroughs''  (a).    [Lord   Tenterden^  C.  J.  There  the  word 
"  burgess''  is  used  without  reference  to  corporate  capacity. 
Bayley,  J.  You  plead  according  to  the  legal  effect    Yon 
should  have  ^aid  '*  burgesses"  onlj.     The  term  must  be  un- 
derstood according  to  the  meaning  which  it  bore  at  the  period 
fit  which  the  charter  was  granted.     Burgess  was  then  syno- 
nimous  with  townsman,  though  it  is  now  used  to  denote  a 
member  of  a  corporation.     In  Brady  (b)  is  the  charter  of  7 
Ed.  4,  to  the  burgesses  and  inhabitants  of  Windsor,  in  which 
the  *'  burgesses"  and  '*  inhabitants"  are  the  same  persons. 
Burgesses  were  originally  the  inhabitants  of  walled  towns. 
In  1  Barnardiston,  ld7»  Anon,  where  a  charter  was  granted 
"  civibus  residentibus  et  inhabitantibus  de  Gloucester/'  the 
Court  held  that  non-residence  was  no  ground  of  amotion, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  select  body,  saying  that  these  words 
made    no    difference,   that   being   the  common    form  of 
incorporations.     The  usage  is,  therefore,  not  inconsistent 
with  the  charter,  and  is,  therefore,  available  here.    R^  v* 
Mayor,  S^e.  of  Chester  (c).     In  Rex  v.  WiiUams  (d)  the 
charter  required  that  the  mayor  8ic.   should  be  inhabit- 
ants and  resiants  within  the  borough  on  pain  of  forfeiting 
100/.,  and  it  was  held  that  non-residence  did  not  disqualify 
but  merely  subjected  the  party  to  a  penalty.     There  being 
a  specific  penalty  imposed,  would  not  of  itself  be  sufficient 
to  bear  out  that  decision,  for  the  mayor  might  live  in  Lon- 
don without  incurring  any  penalty.     [Bayley*,  J,  The  point 
there  was,  whether  the  election  could  be  supported  though 
they  threw  out  an  opinion  upon  the  other  point.     In  the  first 
part  of  the  plea  you  state  that  the  defendant  was  a  burgess 
and  an  inhabitant,   you  afterwards  drop  the  latter  term.] 
The  meaning  of  the  term  "  inhabitant"  may  be  gathered  from 

(a)  VoLi.  500,  ii.95.     Burgen-  (b)  Brady  on  Borooghs,  84. 

set,  municipes,  bargorum,  seu  vil-  (c)  1  M.  &  S.  101. 

larum  dausanim  incols,  vel  qui  .  (c{)  2  M.  &  S.  141,  (Caenoar- 

tenementa  in  iis  possidcnt,  et  ra-  then), 
tione  eorum   Bttrgagiutn  domino 
burgi  pensitant.  Ducange,  in  verho. 
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the  statute  of  Bridges  (a),  and  GatewartTs  case  (6).  On  the  1829. 
second  point,  upon  the  third  replication  to  the  second  plea, 
that  replication  states,  that  any  burgess,  whether  inhabitant  or 
not,  may  be  elected.  The  rejoinder  ought  to  have  stated  that 
none  but  an  inhabitant  ought  to  be  elected.  If  the  rejoinder 
be  not  bad  on  that  ground,  the  same  question  arises  as  before ; 
and  it  must  be  seen  how  far  usage  can  explain  the  charter. 
[Bay ley,  J.  Your  rejoinder  is  consistent  with  the  replica- 
tion. You  do  not  say  that  they  must  choose  a  burgess, 
whether  an  inhabitant  or  not.]  We  say  burgess  generally. 
This  would  be  the  form  in  which  a  party  would  state  in  his 
plea  a  right  to  elect  any  burgess.  The  term  burgess  in- 
cludes all,  whether  resident  or  not.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. 
You  plead  an  immemorial  usage  to  elect.  They  reply  that 
Queen  Elizabeth  granted  a  charter,  directing  the  election 
from  the  burgesses  being  inhabitants.  Does  not  that  raise 
the  same  question  as  the  demurrer  to  the  first  plea  ?]  In 
Kej  V.  MayoTf  8^c.  of  Chester,  the  Court  relied  upon 
the  usage.  [Bay ley,  J.  In  that  case  there  was  another 
answer  to  the  objection,  viz.  that  the  party  had  another 
remedy.]  The  case  was  principally  decided  on  the  ground 
of  usage.  Lord  Ellenborough  says,  incidentally  of  the  con* 
elusion.  But  that  is  not  the  main  ground  of  the  judgment. 
The  case  of  Gape  v.  Handley  (c)  is  exceedingly  strong. 
The  charter  had  given  an  advowson  to  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  burgesses.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  That  was 
the  corporate  name,  every  thing  was  given  to  the  cor- 
poration.] Blankley  v.  Winstanley  {d)  is  an  autho- 
rity to  the  same  effect,  shewing  the  efficacy  of  usage. 
Third  plea  states  the  surrender  to  Car.  2,  and  a  charter  of 
W,  Sf  M.  citing  that  surrender,  and  confirming  to  the  cor- 
poration all  privileges  which  they  had  exercised  by  reason 
or  pretence  of  any  charter.  The  case  is  then  put  upon  the 
osage  de  facto  which  had  obtained.  They  replied  the 
charter  of  Elizabeth.  We  say  that  the  language  of  the 
charter  of  W.  8f  M.  is  not  limited  to  the  privileges  granted 

(a)  «2  H.  8,  c.  5.  (c)  3  T.  R.  888,  n. 

(fr)  6  Co.  Rep.  59,  b.  C^)  Ibid.  STO. 
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by  E/iz.;  unless  the  words  of  the  charter  of  W.g^M.  are  to 
have  the  effect  contended  for,  they  can  have  no  meaning  at  all. 
If  the  words  by  virtue  or  pretence  are  synonymous,  then  it 
would  come  back  to  the  original  question  raised  by  the  de- 
murrer to  the  first  plea. 

Alderson,  in  reply,  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  The  second 
plea  states  an  immemorial  usage.  In  your  third  replication 
to  that  plea,  you  set  forth  the  charter  of  Eliz.  which  directs 
the  election  to  be  made  of  the  more  discreet  and  honest 
burgesses  and  inhabitants.  You  say  that  controls  the  prior 
usage.  Mr.  Taunton  contends  that  the  charter  of  Elii* 
does  not  control  the  usage,  because  they  are  not  inconsis- 
tent. This  direction  is  expressed  in  affirmative  words  only. 
This  is,  therefore,  analogous  to  the  case  put  by  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  in  The  King  v.  Mayor,  S^c.  of  Chester,  This  is  quite 
distinct  from  the  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
charter.  What  Lord  Ellenborough  there  says  has  raised  a 
difficulty  in  my  mind.]  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  the 
usage  and  the  charter  were  not  inconsistent;  there  the 
charter  enabled  the  corporation  to  elect  annually  if  they 
thought  fit,  but  did  not  absolutely  require  it  to  be  done. 
The  word  "  possint"  is  not  imperative;  but  here  the  party 
to  be  elected  must  fulfil  both  conditions.  Rex  v.  Heath 
is  not  distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  It  may  be 
doubted  whether  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Williams  can  be 
supported  to  the  full  extent,  as  it  has  since  been  held 
that  that  which  would  be  otherwise  a  qualification  is  not 
the  less  so  by  reason  of  its  being  enforced  by  a  penalty. 
The  crown  must  succeed  if  the  usage  be  inconsistent  with 
the  charter.  If  it  be  held  that  the  charter  was  for  burgesses 
only,  the  crown  should  have  taken  issue. 

In  the  course  of  the  same  term.  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  first 
question  raised  by  these  pleadings  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  of  Eliz.  as  set  out  in  the  defendant's 
first  plea.  That  charter  authorises  the  election  of  the  com- 
mon-council out  of  the  burgesses  and  inhabitants.    The 
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plea  goes  on  to  state,  that  the  defendant,  being  a  burgess,         1839. 
was  elected,  but  it  does  not  allege  that  he  was  an  inhabitant; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  a  party  being  a  burgess  but 
not  an  inhabitant  is  eligible.     We  think  he  was  not  eligible. 
It  is  difficult  to  ascertain  the  precise  meaning  of  the  term 
burgess  in  very  old  charters ;  perhaps  it  may  not  always 
have  been  the  same.     Here,  however,  the  words  are  "  bur- 
gesses and  inhabitants/'  and  we  think  it  must  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  queen  that  the  common-council  should 
consist  of  persons  filling  both  those  capacities.     And  this 
agrees  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  this  Court  in  Rex 
V.  Heath.    This  being  our  construction  of  the  charter  of 
£li'z.,  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  usage  is  repugnant  to 
that  charter.     It  is  true  that  affirmative  words  only  are  used ; 
still,  as  they  purport  to  describe  the  persons  who  shall  be 
eligible,  they  exclude  all  others.     In  the  Chester  case,  it 
was  the  opinion  of  Lord  Ellenborough  that  the  words  there 
used  did  not  amount  to  a  prohibition;  but  that  case  differs 
from  the  present.     There  too,  the  Court  only  refused  to 
interfere  by  mandamus;  an  election  might  nevertheless  have 
been  made,  and  the  question  would  be  more  properly  dis- 
cussed upon  a  quo  warranto.     The  third  question  depends 
upon  the  charter  of  restoration,  which  confirms  all  usages 
that  bad  prevailed  by  reason,  pretence  or  pretext  {a)  of  any 
charter.     We  are  of  opinion  that  this  expression  being  fol- 
lowed by  the  words  **  or  by  any  other  lawful  manner,  right 
or  title*'  must  be  confined  to  a  lawful  pretext,  and  that  the 
utmost  effect  which  can  be  given  to  it  is  to  exclude  nice 
criticisms  as  to  the  construction  of  former  charters.     For 
these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  must  upon  all 

the  points  be 

Judgment  for  the  crown. 

(a)    **  Prwtextu*'   is  commonly  buerunt  uti  virtute  vel  pratextu*^ 

.  used  ia  the  old  entries  as  equiva-  If  these  words  had  been  translated 

lent  to  *•  virtute."     Thus  it  is  not  **  ought  to  use  by  virtue  or  reason 

Doosoal  to  see  an  averment  of  a  de-  of,  &c./'  it  is  conceived  that  the 

scent  from  ancestor  to  heir  "  pra-  third  point  would  have  been  consi* 

tcitu  cujuS,*'  the  heir  enters.   Here  dered  to  be  too  clear  for  argument. 
the  expression  in  the  original  <'  de- 
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The  owner  of 
tithes  which 
are  retained 
b^  the  occu- 

fner  of  the 
and  under 
composition 
from  year  to 
year,  is 
mtable 
to  the  repair 
of  the  high- 
ways as  occu- 
pier of  tithes. 


ChanteBi  Clj^rky  V.  Glubb,  Clerk,  and  aaolher. 

XHIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  seizing  and  impoundiog 
two  cows  of  the  plaintiff^  to  which  die  defendants  pleaded 
the  general  issue.  The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the 
Summer  assizes^  1827  (a),  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Best,  upon  mutual  admissions  of  all  facts,  when  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff  with  one  shilling  damages,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case:— 
Before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  assessment  herein- 
after mentioned,  and  also  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
issuing  of  the  warrant  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff 
Was  the  lessee  for  years  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Hart- 
land,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  under  a  grant  of  them  by  deed 
from  the  impropriators  thereof.  Under  this  lease  the 
plaintiff  did  not  take  the  tithes  in  kind,  nor  did  he  demise 
or  grant  them  to  the  respective  occupiers  of  the  lands  from 
which  they  accrued,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  by 
any  deed  or  deeds,  but  he  compounded  for  them  with  the 
respective  occupiers  by  several  parol  agreements,  under 
which  they  retained  the  tithes  accruing  on  their  respective 
lands  to  their  own  use  with  the  remaining  nine  parts,  from 
which  no  severance  in  fact  took  place.  These  parol  agree- 
ments enured  from  year  to  year,  and  were  considered  and 
treated  by  the  parties  as  determinable  only  by  six  mouths* 
notice  (6).  Under  these  agreements  the  tithes  were  not 
bargained  and  sold  when  at  maturity,  but  the  agreements 
were  prospective,  and  had  no  reference  either  to  any  specific 
mode  of  cultivating  the  lands,  or  to  the  amount  of  produce 
in  any  particular  year.  The  composition  moneys  oftbe 
tithes  so  retained  were,  by  the  agreements,  payable  half 
yearly.  The  assessment  above  alluded  to  was  a  composi- 
tion in  money,  in  lieu  of  the  statute  duty  in  kind,  duly  as- 
sessed upon  the  occupiers  of  lands,  tenements,  woods,  tithes 
and  hereditaments  within  the  said  parish,  for  the  amend- 

(a)   Counsel    for   the  plaintiff,      Wilde,  Serjt.  and  ManntHg, 
Coleridge;    for    the   defendants,  (fr)  Vide  post,  ZZl,  {a). 
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ment  aiu|  preservation  of  the  public  highways  io  the  same 
parish,  and  the  plaintiiF  was  therein  charged  in  the  sum  of 
11/.  175.  as  his  share  and  proportion  of  the  said  composi* 
tioo^  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  the  tithes  above  men- 
tioned. The  payment  of  the  said  assessment,  the  amount 
of  which  was  not  in  dispute,  was  duly  demanded  and  re- 
fused. The  defendants  were  at  the  time  of  the  conviction 
hereinafter  mentioned^  and  of  the  issuing  of  the  said  war«^ 
rant,  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Devon. 
Upon  the  complaint  of  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the 
parish,  the  plaintiiF  was,  after  due  summonsi  hearing  and 
proof,  convicted  of  the  non-payment;  and  after  order 
and  refusal  to  pay  the  same,  the  warrant  of  seizure 
was  made,  and  the  seizure  took  place.  The  action  wa» 
brought  after  a  month's  notice  (n),  and  within  the  proper 
time  for  that  purpose.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  the  plaintiff 
was  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  composition  in  lieu  of 
statute  duty,  as  an  occupier  of  tithes  within  the  said  parish. 
If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  then  a 
verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants ;  if  in  the  nega- 
tive,  then  the  present  verdict  to  stand. 

Coleridge,  for  the  plaintiff.  It  must  be  conceded  that  the 
only  mode  in  which  tithes  can  pass  is  by  deed ;  though  ac- 
cording to  Bacon's  Abr.  (b)  a  doubt  seems  to  have  been  at 
one  time  entertained,  whether  a  lease  of  tithes  for  one  year 
only  might  not  be  by  parol.  The  real  question,  however, 
is,  who  is  the  visible  occupier,  aud  how  are  the  surveyors 
of  the  highways  to  ascertain  who  it  is  they  are  to  assess. 
[Bayky,  J.  Must  not  they  know  whether  the  occupier  ia 
entitled  to  nine  tenths  of  the  produce  or  to  the  whole?} 
Considerable  difficulties  might  be  imposed  upon  surveyors 
if  they  were  bound  to  ascertain  the  legal  title.  Suppose  a 
feme  covert  impropriatrix  to  have  executed  a  lease  of  tithes ; 
notwithstanding  the  apparent  title,  the  lease  would  be  void. 

(a)  See  Goidd  \\  Jf<)/e,iinte,  301.  {h)  Bee.  Abr.  Tjthes,  (Y). 
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1829.         It  IS,  therefore,  safer  to  leave  it  to  the  surveyors  merely  to 
see  who  in  pointof  fact  is  actually  receiving  the  tithes.  [Lord 
Tetittrden,  C.  J.    If  Hex  v.  Lambeth  is  rightly  reported 
in  Strange  (a)  there  is  an  end  of  the  case.]     From  the 
report  of  that  case  in  8  Modern  {b)  it  appears  that  the  lessee 
held  under  a  parol  demise.     Therefore  there  could  be  no 
ground  for  charging  him.    [Boy&y,  J.  There  the  farmer 
was  considered  as  every  harvest  buying  his  tithes.    Do  you 
say  that  the  bargain  passes  an  interest?]    The  case  finds 
that  the  occupiers  retained  the  tithes,  which  shows  that  they 
Were  possessed  of  an  interest  in  the  tithes.     \FaTke,i» 
Suppose  there  had  been  a  modus  in  this  parish,  would  not 
the  rector  have  been  occupier  of  the  tithes  in  respect  of 
which  the  modus  was  paid,  and  is  this  any  thing  more  than 
a  temporary  modus  ?]    This  question  was  raised  in  Rex  t. 
Justices  of  Buckinghamshire {c)  but  the  point  was  not  de- 
cided. 

Manning,  contri.  The  Queen  v.  Bartleti  (d)  shews  that 
the  occupiers  of  the  land  compounding  for  their  tithes  are 
not  occupiers  of  the  tithes.  [He  was  here  stopped  by  the 
Court.] 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — In  strictness  there  can  be  no 
occupier  of  tithes,  certainly  not  when  tithes  are  com- 
pounded for.  The  word  *'  occupiers,"  therefore,  in  the 
statute,  must  be  used  to  denote  the  person  who  receives 
the  benefit  of  tithes. 

Bayley,  J. — It  is  quite  clear  in  case  of  poor  rates, 
and  it  has  been  lately  held  in  the  case  of  Rex^f.  Lactf{t\ 
that  a  money  payment  substituted  for  tithes  by  an  enclosure 

(a)  1  Stra.  525.  (e)  8  D.  &  R.  457;  5  B.  &  C. 

(6)  8  Mod.  61.  702;  Res  v.  Boldero,  6  D.  ficR. 

(c)  2  D.  &  R.  689;  1  B.  &  C.  557 ;  4  B.& C.  467.    And  see  Bes 

485.  V.  The  London  Gas  Company^  2  M. 

(rf)  16 Vin.  Abr.  Poor  raU?(F.)4.  &  R.  12,  19. 


l^ASTER  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV.  337 

act  is  ratable  as  tithes  to  the  repairs  of  the  highways  (a).        ^^^* 
Here  the  owner  of  the  tithes  does  not  grant  them  away,      Chantkb 
but  excuses  the  setting  of  them  out.     It  is  in  reality  selling 
the  tithes. 


17. 

Glub». 


LiTTLEDALE^  J.  concurred. 


Parke,  J. — ^The  doubts  thrown  out  in  Rex  v.  The  Jus" 
tices  of  Buckinghamshire  ^re  remoyed  by  the  discussion  in 
Rex  V.  Lacy. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  (6). 


(a)  It  haa  been  held  chat  no  aC" 
iion  is  maintainable  by  the  over- 
seen of  the  highways  against  the 
jmrties  rated,  for  nonpayment  of 
tbe  sums  assessed,  there  being  a 
specific  mode  of  proceeding  pointed 
out  by  the  act.  Underhill  ▼.  ElU- 
combe,  Mad.  &  Younge,  450. 

(b)  Haifa  year's  notice  ought  to 
be  given  to  determine  a  composi- 
tioQ  for  tithes,  such  notice  expiring 
at  the  same  period  of  the  year  as 
that  at  which  the  composition  be- 
gan. BiMhopv.Chi€he9ier,4Gm\l 
1316,  and  3  Brown,  Cha.  Ca.  161 ; 
Wybum  ▼.  Tuck^  1  B.  &  P.  458.' 
And  see  FeU  v.  Wilson,  12  East, 
S5.  It  is  true  that  in  Wyburn  v. 
Tuck,  Eyrtj  C.  J.  expressed  a  dif- 
/erent  opinion,  and  appears  to  have 
said,  **  The  analogy  between  land 
and  tithe  does  not  appear  satisfac- 
tory to  me;  land  is  either  taken  on 
a  holding  from  Lady-day,  or  from 


Michaelmas,  or  from  some  other 
time,  and  then  notice  to  quit  must 
be  given  accordingly.  But  if  a 
composition  is  to  be  determined  on 
an^just  principles,  the  notice  must 
be  given  from  a  period  suitable  to 
the  nature  of  the  tithes,  and  with 
relation  to  the  manure  and  culti- 
vation of  the  land .  There  most  be 
such  a  rule  as  will  enable  the  tenant 
to  cultivate  his  land  in  the  manner 
most  beneficial  to  himself,  accord- 
ingly as  he  is  to  pay  a  composition 
or  to  pay  in  kind.**  1 B.  &  P.  463. 
The  inconvenience  here  pointed 
out  seems,  however,  to  be  even  less 
than  that  to  which  every  tenant 
from  year  to  year  is  exposed,  by 
reason  of  his  liability  to  be  ejected 
by  his  landlord,  not  from  a  portion, 
but  from  the  entirety.  In  either 
case,  the  difficulty,  whenever  anti- 
cipated, may  be  obviated  by  a  spe- 
cial agreement. 


VOL.  IV. 
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Eliza  Child,  an  Infant,  by  George  Child,  her  Father 
and  next  Friend,  v.  Gilbert  Affleck,  Esq.  and  Jane, 
his  Wife. 

by  rj^^n"  'The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintifF  had  been  em- 
for  a  libel,  in  ployed  by  the  defendant,  Gilbert  Affleck,  as  his  serrant 
character  it  is  ii^^id,  and  in  that  Capacity  had  behaved  with  due  integritj, 
necessary  to  chastity,  sobriety,  and  propriety  :  that  plaintiff  had  quitted 
malice,  by  di-  the  service  of  the  said  Gilbert,  and  had  been  recommended 
[r\*L"chm  l  ^°  *"^  ^*®  retained  and  employed  by,  and  was  likely  for 
or  express  ma-  the  future  to  be  retained  and  employed  by  and  in  the  ser- 
"^Itu'noproof  ^'^®  ^^  ^"®  George  Seaman,  as  his  servant,  for  certain 
of  express  wages  to  be  therefore  paid  to  plaintiff:  Yet  the  said  Jane, 
the  master  has  ^o  then  being  the  wife  of  the  said  Gilbert,  well  koowiog 
communicated  t},^  premises,  but  contriving  and  maliciously  intending  to 
inquiring,  his  injure  plaintiff  in  her  said  character,  good  name,  and  repu- 
miscon°duct  ^^^io">  ^^^  *<>  bring  her  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and 
after  the  plain-  disgrace,  with  and  amongst  all  her  neighbours  and  other 
hisser\'?ce  ^    good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this  realm,  and  particularly 

nor  that  he       ^Jth   the  said  Georse  Seaman,  and  to  cause  it  to  be  sus- 

has  made  a  o  ' 

similar  com-     pected  and  believed  by  the  said  Qeorge  Seaman  that  plaintifF 

munication  to  ^^g  ^^j  gj  j^  j^e  employed  as  a  servant,  and  that  she  was 

persons  from        ^  .  . 

whom  he  re-     dishonest,  lazy,  unchaste,  and  in  the  habit  of  conducting 

plaintiff  with  herself  with  insobriety  and  impropriety,  and  that  she  was 
a  good  elm-  a  loose  and  profligate  person ;  and  thereby  to  prevent  the 
said  George  Seaman  from  further  retaining  and  employing 
plaintiff  in  his  service,  and  to  vex,  harass,  oppress,  impo- 
verish, and  wholly  ruin  plaintiff,  and  to  deprive  her  of  the 
means  of  supporting  herself  by  honest  and  industrious 
means,  on  &c.,  at  8cc.,  in  a  certain  letter  which  the  said 
Jane  then  and  there  wrote  to  one  Catherine  Seaman,  being 
the  wife  of  the  said  George  Seaman,  in  answer  to  certain 
inquiries  which  the  said  Catherine  Seaman  had  theretofore 
made  of  the  said  Jane,  respecting  the  character  of  plaintiff, 
did  wrongfully  and  unjustly  compose  and  publish  a  certain 
false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  libel  of  and 


Affleck. 
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concerning  the  plaintiff,  as  such  servant  as  aforesaid^  and  of 
and  concerning  the  habits  and  conduct  of  plaintiff  after  she       Child 
had  left  the  service  of  the  said  Gilbert,  in  substance  and  to  v. 

the  effect  following;  that  is  to  say,  Mrs.  Affleck's  (meaning 
the  said  Janets)  compliments  to  Mrs.  Seaman,  and  is  sorry 
that,  in  reply  to  her  inquiries  respecting  Elizabeth  Child, 
(meaning  plaintiff,)  nothing  can  be  in  justice  said  in  her 
favoar.  She  (meaning  plaintiff)  lived  with  Mrs.  Affleck 
(meaning  the  said  Jane)  but  for  a  few  weeks,  in  which 
short  time  she  (meaning  plaintiff)  conducted  herself  dis- 
gracefully; and  Mrs.  Affleck  (meaning  the  said  Jane)  is 
concerned  to  add,  that  she  (meaning  the  said  Jane)  has 
since  her  (meaning  plaintifi*'s)  dismissal,  been  credibly  in- 
formed she  (meaning  plaintiff)  has  been  and  now  is  a 
prostitute  in  Bury,  (thereby  meaning  that  plaintiff  was  a 
profligate  and  abandoned  person,  and  not  fit  to  be  retained 
or  employed  in  the  capacity  of  a  servant,  and  also  that 
plaintiff  was  of  a  loose,  immoral,  profligate,  and  abandoned 
character.)  Allegation  of  the  loss  of  Seaman*s  place  as 
special  damage.     Plea,  the  general  issue,  not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.;  at  the  sittings 
after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  these: 
Mr.  Seaman  having  occasion  for  a  servant,  applied  to  an 
intelligence  ofiice  at  Bury,  and,  from  the  account  there 
given  of  the  plaintiff,  received  her  into  his  service  on  14th 
July,  1827;  but  finding  that  she  had  lived  about  four 
months  with  Mrs.  Affleck,  Mrs.  Seaman  sent  Mrs.  Affleck  a 
letter,  which  produced  the  answer  set  out  in  the  declaration, 
dated  1st  August,  I827,in  consequence  of  which  plaintiff  was 
dismissed  from  Seamarks  service.  Shortly  afterwards  Mrs. 
il^c/r  called  upon  Mrs.  X.,  a  person  with  whom  plaintiff  had 
formerly  lived  as  a  servant,  and  told  her  that  she,  Mrs.  A,, 
had  written  to  Mrs.  Seaman,  and  had  taken  care  that  plain* 
tiff  should  not  keep  her  place.  She  also  made  a  similar 
statement  to  the  keeper  of  the  intelligence  oflSce.  General 
evidence  as  to  the  plaintiff's  good  conduct  was  given,  but 

z2 


CASES  IN  THE  KING  S  BENCH, 
nothing  was  proved  as  to  her  conduct  whilst  in  the  defend- 
Child       ^^^^^  service.     His  lordship  was  of  opinion  that  this  was  a 

V-  privileged  communication,  and  directed  a  nonsuit,  which 

Affleck. 

JF.  Kelfj^  now  moved  to  set  aside.  There  was  evidence 
of  express  malice,  which  should  have  gone  to  the  jury*  It 
was  for  the  jury  to  say,  under  the  circumstances,  whether 
the  letter  of  August  1st  was  wTitten  bon&  fide  in  answer  to 
the  inquiries  which  had  been  made,  or  whether  Mrs. 
Affleck  merely  availed  herself  of  that  opportunity  for  grati- 
fying her  malice.  The  letter  contains  no  specific  charge, 
which  the  servant  might  meet  by  a  direct  answer.  The 
defendant  should  have  shewn  some  secret  information,  or 
some  such  ground  of  suspicion  as  the  letter  alludes  to. 
In  some  of  the  cases  it  is  said  that  the  master  might  know 
facts  which  would  justify  bim  in  giving  the  character, 
though  he  was  not  in  a  situation  to  prove  so  much  before 
a  jury  by  the  testimony  of  others;  but  no  difficulty  of  that 
kind  occurred  here.  In  Blackburn  v.  Blackburn  (a),  the 
action  for  libel  was  held  maintainable,  though  the  jury 
found  that  the  defendant  was  not  actuated  by  express  malice. 
Rogers  v.  Cfi/lon  {b)  seems  to  be  almost  this  very  case. 
Ilie  only  difference  is  the  communication  was  made  in  that 
case  to  Holland,  the  former  master. 

Bayley,  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  communication 
was  privileged,  and  that  the  nonsuit  is  right.  In  the  cases 
cited,  the  misconduct  charged  had  been  negatived,  whereby 
a  foundation  for  inferring  malice  was  raised.  Here  no 
evidence  of  malice  is  given  dehors  the  supposed  libel.  It 
is  said  that  Mrs.  Affleck  should  not  have  stated  that  ahe 


(a)  4  Bingh.  395.  conducted      himself    well,      and 

(fr)  S  B.  &  P.  587.     But  there  that  no  complaints  of  the   nature 

"  the  plaintiff  proved  by  the  ser-  nscribed  to  him  in  the  defeodant^s 

vants  of  the  family,  that  while  in  letter  had  all  that  time  existed.** 
the   defendant's  service    he    had 
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was  credibly  infortned  that  the  plaintiff  had  misconducted  18^0. 
herself  after  she  left  the  defendant's  service ;  but  1  think 
that  there  is  not,  upon  the  face  of  the  letter,  any  malice, 
Th^  defendants  had  received  a  good  character  of  the  plain- 
tiff from  her  former  mistress,  and  it  is  far  from  being  a 
malicious  act  to  make  a  communication  which  should  have 
the  effect  of  preventing  the  former  character  being  set  up 
again  as  the  true  one.  If  it  had  been  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  had  conducted  herself  with  perfect  propriety  during 
the  whole  period,  there  would  have  been  a  case  to  go  to 
the  jury. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  think  that  there  was  not  suificient 
evidence  of  malice.     An  injurious  statement  made  in  giving 
a  character,  though  not  true,  is  not  actionable  without  proof 
of  malice.     It  is  said  that  the  latter  part  of  the  letter  of  1st 
August  shews  malice,  and  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
confined  her  statement  to  what  took  place  in  her  own  house. 
She  certainly  goes  a  little  beyond  that;  but  if  she  had  been 
so  credibly  informed,  it  was  part  of  her  duty  to  communis 
cate  this  information  to  Mrs.  Seaman,     It  is  also  said,  that 
the  expression  *'  disgraceful,"  in  the  letter,  implies  malice; 
but  the  defendant  was  not  compellable  to  enumerate  the 
particular  acts  of  misconduct  upon  which  her  opinion  was 
founded ;  nor  was  she  bound  to  name  the  person  who  com- 
municated the  information  to  her.     Then  does  what  the 
defendant  said  on  another  occasion  shew  malice?     I  think 
uot.     It  does  not  appear  that  she  went  officiously,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  statement  to   Mrs.  K.    The  case 
would  have  been  very  different  if  the  plaintiff  had  distinctly 
negatived  the  charge,  and  had  shewn  that  the  defendant 
Was  actuated  by  malice. 

Parke,  J. — ^The  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in 
Edmonson  v.  Stevenson  {a),  is,  that  the^gist  of  this  action 

(a)  Bull.  N.  P.  8. 
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18'29.  must  be  malice^  which  is  not  to  be  implied  from  the  occa* 
sion  of  speaking,  but  should  be  directly  proved.  Then 
the  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  produced  evidence 
to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  express  malice. 
No  inference  of  malice  is  to  be  raised  from  the  letter  itself. 
The  defendant  was  perfectly  justified  in  giving  information 
as  to  facts  which  had  occurred  since  the  plaintiff  had  left  her 
service.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  representation  made 
to  any  other  persons  except  Jenkinson  and  Mrs.  K,,  and  if 
the  statements  made  to  those  persons  had  been  officious 
communications  (a),  they  would  have  been  evidence  from 
which  thejury  might  have  inferred  malice.  But  thedefeodant 
had  received  characters  both  from  Jenkimon  and  Mrs.  K., 
and  therefore  she  was  perfectly  justified  in  communicating 
her  opinion  to  those  persons.  In  Rogers  v.  Cl%fton{b)  there 
was  evidence  of  good  conduct,  negativing  the  defendant's 
charge,  and  the  communication  to  Holland  was  officious. 
In  Blackburn  v.  Blackburn  (c)  the  communication  was  not 
in  consequence  of  any  inquiry.  There  it  was  properly  left 
to  thejury  to  say  what  really  was  the  occasion  of  the  writ- 
ing of  the  letter;  here  the  communication  is  primii  facie 
clearly  privileged. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — I  entirely  concur  in  what  has 
fallen  from  my  learned  brothers. 

Rule  refused  {d). 

(a)  So  held  in  Paitison  v,  Jojies,  (c)  4  fiingh.  395 ;  ante,  340. 

aniCf  vol.  Ill,  101,  105,11.;  8B.  &  (cQ  And  see   Hargrove  v.  Le 

C.  578.  Breton,  4  Burr.  2425. 

(6)  3  B.  &  P.  587;  ante,  340. 
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1829. 

Parry  v.  Aberdein.  ^-^/^^^ 

Assumpsit   on  a  policy  of  insurance.     The  policy  A  ship  being 

bore  date  17  November,  1823,  and  was  effected  on  goods  t^^Xe^^^ew'''' 

per  the  Isabella,  at  and  from  Trieste  to  Liverpool,  includ-  ftjr  ihe  prcser- 

ing  risk  in  boats  and  craft  from  shore  to  shore,  with  leave  ifyeg  ,|je  ^^ 

to  load,  land  and  exchange  goods,  without  being  deemed  a  sured  on  goods 
.    .  mi        •  r.    >  abandon.    She 

deviation.      1  he   insurance   was  declared  to  be,  368/.  on  is  afterwards 

currants,   valued   at  54/.  per  ton  ;  350/.   on  red  Smyrna  '^^^^^i^^t^Jhe 

raisins,  valued  at  31.  I2s.  per  barrel ;  132/.  on  black  Smyrna  goods  are  so 

raisins,  valued  at  1/.  15s.  per  barrel ;  and  40/.  on  figs,  valued  n,^ed  ^Inot 

at  ^0/.  per  ton.     On  the  5lh  December  the  following  me-  to  be  worth 

morandum  was  written  on  the  policy  and  subscribed  by  the  t^eir  place  of 

defendant: — "  The  sum  insured   on  raisins  by  this  policy  destination:—- 

•^  .        Held,  a  total 

is  declared  to  be  642/.   instead  of  482/.,  and  the  valuation  loss. 

for  the  red  Smyrna  31,  18s.,  and  for  the  black  Smyrna  2/.  145. 
per  barrel."  The  policy  contained  the  usual  warranty, 
"  free  from  average  unless  generator  the  ship  be  stranded." 
The  declaration  alleged  a  total  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas. 
The  defendant  paid  the  proper  proportion  of  general 
average,  amounting  to  6/.  5s.  \0d,  per  cent.,  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  Plea,  non  assumpsit,  and 
issue  thereon.  At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
at  the  London  adjourned  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1826, 
the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  for  153/.  17s.  8rf.,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  case  : — 

The  defendant  subscribed  the  policy  upon  which  the 
action  was  brought  for  200/.  On  the  l6th  of  November, 
1823,  the  ship  sailed  from  Trieste  for  Liverpool,  with  the 
goods  specified  in  the  policy  on  board,  the  property  of  the 
persons  in  whom  the  interest  was  alleged.  On  the  follow- 
ing day  she  encountered  a  violent  storm,  which  laid  her 
upon  her  beam  ends  :  three  of  her  crew  were  drowned,  and 
the  remainder  saved  themselves  by  clinging  to  the  foretop. 
On  the  igth  they  were  taken  off  by  some  fishermen,  and 
carried  into  the  port  of  Ancona.     When  they  left  the  ship 
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the  whole  of  her  hull  was  under  water,  except  a  small  part  of 
her  bows.   The  Master,  on  his  arrival  at  Ancona,  hired  a  boat 
to  look  after  her,  and  on  the  20th  proceeded  to  sea  for  that 
purpose.     On  the  21st  they  picked  up  her  long  boat,  and 
concluded  from  that  circumstance  that  she  had  foundered  \ 
but  as  they  were  returning  towards  Ancona  they  saw  some 
fishermen  who  had  fallen  in  with  the  Isabella,  and  were 
then  towing  her  into  the  port  of  Ancona.     She  was  then  in 
the  same  state  as  when  the  crew  had  abandoned  her,  the 
whole  of  her  hull  being  under  water  except  a  small  part  of 
the  bows.     On  the  22d  she  was  towed  in  this  condition  into 
Ancona,  and  remained  with  her  cargo  in  possession  of  the 
salvors,  who  instituted  a  claim  of  salvage  in  the  Tribunal  of 
Commerce  of  Ancona.     The  cargo  was  placed  in  the  go- 
vernment stores,  and  the  master  and  crew  were  not  allowed 
to  interfere  in  any  manner  with  the  landing  of  the  cargo. 
The  cargo  had  been  entirely  under  water  for  eight  days, 
and  when  landed  was  found  considerably  damaged  by  the 
salt  water.     After  the  cargo  had  been  landed  the  crew  were 
obliged  to  live  on  shore.     The  ship  was  delivered  to  the 
captain  in  the  middle  of  April ;  no  repairs  were  allowed  to 
be  done  till  the  beginning  of  that  month.     She  required 
new  masts  and  sails,  but  her  hull  was  not  at  all  injured. 
She  afterwards  proceeded  on  a  voyage  to  Palermo,  and 
from  thence  to  London.     There  was  no  other  ship  in  which 
the  cargo  could  have  been  forwarded  to  England ;  and  if 
another  ship  could  have  been  found  when  the  cargo  was 
landed  at  Ancona,  it  was  so  much  injured  by  having  been 
so  long  under  water,  that  it  would  have  been  worth  nothing 
at  its  port  of  destination.     The  cargo  was  sold  by  public 
auction  about  the  middle  of  April,  when  security  was  given 
to  the  salvors ;  it  was  sold  by  the  agent  for  Lloyds,  who 
also  acted  as  agent  for  the  ship ;  and  the  following  is  an 
account  of  the  sums  which  the  articles  insured  produced, 
and  the  charges  upon  them : — the  raisins  produced  SS/. 
15s.   9rf.,  less   freight,   57/.   1  U.  Id.     The  figs  produced 
195.  Id.,  less  freight,  6/.  I85.  Td.     The  currants  produced 
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268/;  Os.  4d.,  less  freight,  51/.  6s.  6d.    The  salvors  claimed 

5000  dollars  for  salvage.     The  tribunal,  in  the  middle  of 

December^  decreed   that  they  should  be   allowed   1200 

dollars,  and   expenses.     The  salvors  appealed  from  this 

decree,  but  the  sum  was  confirmed  in  the  month  of  April 

following.      The  assured,   residing  in  Liverpool,  having 

heard  of  what  had  befallen  the  ship,  and  before  they  heiu-d 

of  her  being  found  again  and  towed  into  Ancona,  gave 

directions  for  a  notice  of  abandonment  being  served  upon 

the  underwriters.    The  notice  was  dated  at  Liverpool  on 

the  11th  of  December,  and  was  served  on  the  13th  of  that 

month  in  London,  but  the  underwriters  refused  to  accept 

the  abandonment.     On  the  12th  of  December  the  ship  was 

mentioned  in   Lloi^d's  list  as   having  been   brought  into 

Ancona  on  the  24th  of  November.     The  question  for  the 

opinion  of  the  Court  was  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 

to  recover, 

Campbell,  for  the  plaintiff.     In  this  case  there  was  a  total 
loss  in  point  of  fact  at  the  moment  when  the  crew  were 
compelled  to  leave  the  ship,  and  to  abandon  her  at  sea. 
Notice  of  the  abandonment  was  given  by  the  assured  imme- 
dtatel]f  upon  their  receiving  intelligence  of  the  event.     At 
that  time,  therefore,  the  underwriters  were  liable  to  pay  for 
a  total  loss,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  any  thing 
occurred  afterwards  to  vary  their  liability.     That  question 
must  be  answered  in  the  negative.     The  ship,  indeed,  was 
found,  and  was  towed  into  harbour  by  the  fishermen,  but. 
the  goods  insured  were  never  placed  in  a  situation  to  be 
restored  beneficially  to  their  owners.     If  the  effect  of  the 
accident  had  been  merely  to  retard  the  voyage,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  claim  for  a  total  loss,  notwithstanding  the  aban- 
donment, Anderson  v.  JVallis  (a) ;  but  where  there  has  once 
been  an  actual  total  loss,  that  cannot  be  redeemed,  unless, 
the  property  insured  be  restored  beneficially  to  its  owner, 
Holdiworth  v.  IVise  (6).   In  the  case  of  Thornely  v.  Hebson  (c), 

(ii)SM.&S.240.  (6)lM.8cR.673;7B.&C.794.  (c)  2B.&  A.5i3. 
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1899.  which  will^  perhaps,  be  cited  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
there  never  was  a  total  loss,  the  ship  was  never  deserted  at 
sea,  and  the  insurance  was  upon  the  ship.  Besides,  in  that 
case  some  blame  was  fairly  attributable  to  the  owners,  which 
cannot  be  said  in  the  present  case. 

JP.  Pollock,  contr^.  This  is  a  case  of  average  loss  only. 
The  mere  circumstance  of  the  crew  quitting  the  ship,  how- 
ever justifiablyi  does  not  constitute  a  total  loss.  The  loss 
may  turn  out  total,  or  partial  only,  according  to  subsequent 
events ;  there  cannot,  for  instance,  be  a  total  loss,  where 
the  goods  ultimately  arrive  at  their  place  of  destination.  In 
this  case  the  goods  were  warranted  free  from  average,  and 
although  they  were  unquestionably  much  injured,  they  still 
remained  in  specie,  and  the  mere  injury  to  them  cannot 
make  the  loss  total.  Thompson  v.  The  Royal  Exchangt 
Assurance  (a).  Neither  can  the  loss  of  the  voyage  for  the 
season  give  the  assured  a  right  to  abandon  and  claim  for  a 
total  loss.  Hunt  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  (6), 
where  that  point  was  decided,  and  where  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Thompson  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  [a) 
was  recognised.  How  can  it  properly  be  said  that  there  is 
a  total  loss,  when  the  result  is  still  uncertain,  and  where  it 
eventually  turns  out  that  the  goods  are  not  lost,  but  restored 
to  the  owners  ?  The  assured  must  not  be  allowed  to  turn 
a  partial  into  a  total  loss,  in  order  to  lind  an  excuse  for  im- 
posing a  liability  upon  the  underwriters. 

Campbell,  in  reply.  In  Wilson  v.  The  Royal  Exchange 
Assurance  (c),  where  the  insurance  was,  as  in  the  present 
case,  upon  perishable  commodities,  and  no  vessel  could  be 
procured  to  forward  the  goods  to  their  place  of  destination, 
the  defendants  were  held  liable  for  a  total  loss,  and  that 
expressly  upon  the  ground  that  the  voyage  in  contemplation 
was  lost ;  and  Manning  v.  Newnkam  {d),  before  Lord  Mans- 

(a)  16  East,  214.  (c)  2  Campb.  623. 

(6)  5  M.  &  S.  47.  Id)  3  Campb.  624,  n. 
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jUldf  which  is  stated  in  a  note  to  the  case  last  mentioned,         1829. 
IS  to  the  same  effect. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  course  of  the  last  term,  when 
the  Court  took  time  for  consideration.  Judgment  was  now 
delivered  by, 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  who,  after  recapitulating  the 
facts  of  the  case,  thus  proceeded : — These  being  the  facts, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 
The  present  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  cases  of 
Gernou  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  (a)  and  Holds- 
worth  V.  Wise  (b).  The  first  of  those  cases  was  an  insu- 
rance on  sugar ;  the  ship  returned  in  a  short  time  to  her 
port  of  loading;  the  cargo  was  damaged,  and  not  in  a  fit 
state  to  be  sent  to  the  place  of  destination,  and  the  assured 
abandoned,  the  whole  still  remaining  in  specie,  though  de- 
teriorated in  value.  The  second  of  those  cases  was  an 
insurance  on  the  ship,  which  sailed  from  St.  Andrew's  in 
America  for  England,  and  received  so  much  injury,  that  the 
crew  abandoned  her,  and  were  received  on  board  of  another 
vessel.  On  the  following  morning  a  third  vessel  met  with 
her,  and  some  men  from  it  went  on  board,  and  succeeded 
in  taking  her  to  New  York,  from  which  place  she  came  to 
Liverpool,  charged  with  a  heavy  sum  for  salvage,  and  with 
another  sum  requisite  to  repair  some  injury  sustained  in 
going  into  Liverpool,  the  two  sums  together  exceeding  the 
value  in  the  policy.  There  was  an  abandonment.  The 
Court  held  that  the  loss  was  total  on  the  desertion  of  the 
crew,  and  that  it  was  not  turned  into  a  partial  loss  by  the 
subsequent  events,  the  effect  of  which  could  be  of  no  real 
benefit  to  the  assured.  In  the  case  now  before  the  Court, 
the  ship  was  deserted  by  her  crew  in  the  utmost  distress, 
carried  into  a  port  out  of  the  course  of  her  voyage  some 
days  afterwardsi  and  there,  with  her  cargo,  detained  many 
months  for  salvage.     The  cargo,  perishable  goods,  was  so 

(a)  6  Taunt.  583  ;  %  Marsh.  88 ;  (6)  1  M.  &  R.  673 ;  7  B.  &  C. 
Holt,  N.  P.  C.  49.  794. 
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iBt29.  much  damaged  as  not^  to  be  worth  sending  to  the  place 
of  destination,  even  if  a  ship  could  have  heen  found,  and 
none  could  be.  The  assured  abandoned  after  knowledge 
of  the  loss,  and  before  intelligence  of  the  subsequent  facts 
had  arrived.  Can  any  person  say  that  the  goods,  although 
remaining  in  specie,  were  not  as  effectually  lost  to  the  assured 
when  the  ship  was  deserted,  as  if  they  had  then  gone  to  the 
bottom  of  the  sea ;  or  that  the  subsequent  events  produced 
a  restoration  of  them  to  the  owners  ?  Surely  not.  This, 
therefore,  is  not  a  mere  loss  of  the  voyage  and  adventure, 
but,  in  reality,  a  loss  of  the  thing  insured.  In  the  case  of 
Hunt  V.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  {a),  tlie 
ship  put  back  to  her  port  of  loading;  the  principal  part  of 
her  cargo  being  flour  was  undamaged,  and  might  have 
been  sent  to  the  place  of  destination  by  another  ship  at  tlie 
end  of  three  or  four  months ;  so  that  there  was  no  actual 
loss  of  the  cargo,  and  a  delay  only,  rather  than  a  loss,  of 
the  voyage.  It  was  held  that  that  was  not  a  case  for  aban- 
donment; and  also,  upon  the  particular  facts,  that  the 
abandonment  was  too  late.  In  the  case  of  Thomely  v. 
liebson  (b)  the  ship,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  insurance, 
sustained  great  damage  on  her  voyage  from  New  York  to 
Hull,  and  the  crew,  exhausted  by  fatigue,  were  taken  on 
board  of  another  vessel,  from  which  six  fresh  men  went  to 
her,  and  carried  her  to  Rhode  Island,  where  she  was  sold 
to  pay  the  salvage.  The  assured  resided  at  New  York ; 
they  might  have  prevented  the  sale  if  they  would  have  paid 
the  salvage  :  and  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  they  were 
unable  to  do  so.  They  sent  notice  of  abandonment  as 
soon  as  they  heard  of  the  desertion  of  the  crew,  and  before 
they  heard  that  the  vessel  had  arrived  at  Rhode  Island. 
Under  those  circumatances,  the  Court  thought  that  there  had 
not  been  a  total  loss  before  the  sale,  and  that  as  the  owners 
might  have  prevented  the  sale,  they  could  not  make  the  loss 
total  by  their  own  neglect.  These  last  two  cases,  therefore, 
are  very  distinguishable  from  the  present;  and  our  judgment 
(a)  5  M.  &  S  47.  ib)  2  B.  &  A.  513. 
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ought  -to  be  governed  by  the  first  two  that  I  have  referred         18«9. 
to,  and   by  the  sound  and  legal  principles  on  which  they 
were   decided.      The    postea   is  to  be   delivered   to   the 
plaintiff. 

Postea  to  the  PlrfintiflF. 


Robinson  v.  Henry  Read. 

Assumpsit,  for  board  and  lodging,  clothing*  medicine  A.,  by  taking 
and  necessaries  provided  by  plaintiff  for  defendant,  with  a  Jhe  acw^ptance 
count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     Plea,  uon  assumpsit,  of  C.,  the  agent 
and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden^  C.J.  b.,  does  not 
at  the  London  adjourned  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1827,  ^^ifi^**?*^  ^'g 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  216/.  17s.  \0d.,  subject  elected  be- 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  case : —        ceptonce\nd" 
The  defendant,  in  the  month  of  October,  1823,  was  and  cash,  or  B.  is 
is  owner  of  the  East  India  ship  called  the  Providence,  judiced  by  the 
which  arrived  from  the  East  Indies  in  that  month,  with  armngement. 
several  Lascars  who  had  served  on  board  on  the  voyage, 
and  whom  the  first  officer  in  the  ship,  by  order  of  Edmund 
Read,  the  brother  of  the  defendant,  and  who  was  employed 
by  him  as  broker  and  ship's  husband  for  the  ship,  and  in 
that  character  received  the  freight  and  earnings  of  the  ship, 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  to  be  fed  and  clothed  and  taken 
care  of,  till  a  ship  should  be  provided  to  take  them  back  to 
India,  and  on  that  account  a  debt  was  incurred,  amounting 
to  146/.  165.     Edmund  Read,  as  such  broker  and  ship's 
husband,  also  purchased  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  use  of  the 
ship,  slops,  bedding,  and  seamen's  clothing,  to  the  amount 
of  77/.  135. 5d,     After  these  supplies,  the  plaintiff  delivered 
to  Edmund  Read  his  two  bills  for  those  amounts,  headed 
respectively  as  follows : — 

"  December  2G,  1825. 
Tlie  Captain  and  Owners  of  the  East  India  Ship  Providence, 

To  Frederick  Robinson." 


Robinson 
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1829.         Here  followed  the  items  of  the  bills,  the  whole  amounting 
to  224/.  9^.  5d.     About  the  same  time  the  plaintiff  had  an 
r?'^'*      account  against  the  captain  and  owners  of  the  East  India 
^^^^'        ship  Darius,  who  were  indebted  to  him  in  44/.  7s.  lOd, 
Edmund  Read  was  also  broker  and  agent  for  that  ship. 

A  credit  of  two  or  three  months  is  usual  on  tuch  ac- 
counts, and  the  dealings  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  demand 
arose  were  upon  credit.  Before  the  expiration  of  such 
credit  as  to  any  part  of  the  demand,  the  plaintiff  came  to 
Edmund  Read  and  said  it  would  be  an  accommodation  to 
him,  the  plaintiff,  if  Edmund  Read  would  give  him  an  ac- 
ceptance for  the  amount  of  all  the  bills,  in  preference  to 
waiting  till  they  were  due.  Edmund  Read  agreed  to  give 
his  acceptance  accordingly,  on  discount  being  allowed, 
and  the  plaintiff  deducted,  by  way  of  discount,  from  the 
224/.  9s.  5d.,  the  sum  of  8/>  3s.  7c/.,  reducing  the  demand 
to  216/.  55.  ^0d. 

Discount  was  likewise  allowed  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
demand  in  respect  of  the  Darius,  reducing  the  aggregate 
of  the  demand,  in  respect  of  both  ships,  from  268/.  IQs.  to 
257/.  l6s.  Id.;  and  for  this  SLtnount  Edmund  Read,  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff,  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  dravro 
on  him  by  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: — 

"  i*257  165.  Id.  London,  December  28,  1825. 

Three  months  after  date  pay  to  my  order  two  hundred 
and  fifty-seven  pounds,  sixteen  shillings  and  one  pennyi  for 
value  received. 

To  Mr.  Edmund  Read.  F.  Robinson." 

When  Edmund  Read  gave  the  plaintiff  this  acceptance,  he 
had  money  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  defendant  to  a 
much  larger  amount  than  suflScient  to  pay  the  plaintiff  s 
demand.  Edmund  Read  then  debited  the  defendant's  ac- 
count with  the  sum  of  216/.  5s.  10c/.,  but  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  defendant  had  seen  the  books. 

On  the  31st  of  March,  1826,  when  this  bill  of  exchange 
became  due,  Edmund  Read  requested  the  plaintiff  to  renew 
it,  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  do,  interest  being  added. 
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Edmufid  Read  consented  to  add  interest^  and  accordingly         1829. 
he  accepted  a  bill  at  three  months,  in  the  same  form  as  the 
other. 

When  the  second  bill  became  due,  it  was  in  like  manner        Read. 
renewed  for  two  months,  on  an  agreement  to  add  interest. 

At  the  time  of  the  acceptance  of  the  second  and  also  of 
the  third  bill,  the  balance  in  the  hands  of  Edmund  Read  in 
favour  of  the  defendant  had  increased.  He  did  not  debit 
the  defendant  with  any  interest,  and  he  failed  soon  after  the 
third  bill  fell  due,  and  was  made  a  bankrupt,  and  then 
owed  the  defendant  5000/. 

Before  the  third  bill  became  due  the  plaintiff  indorsed  it 
for  value  to  one  Francis,  and  the  bill  being  dishonoured 
when  due,  Francis  brought  an  action,  and  arrested  Edmund 
Read  upon  it.     Edmund  Read  put  in  and  justified  bail. 

In  October,  1826,  Edmund  Read  became  a  bankrupt, 
and  afterwards  obtained  his  certificate,  whereupon  the 
plaintiff  took  up  the  bill,  and  paid  Francis  the  principal 
money,  interest,  and  costs  incurred  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action. 

After  tho.  bankruptcy  of  Edmund  Read,  the  defendant 
was  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  for  the  payment 
of  the  plaintiff's  accounts,  when  the  defendant  said  he 
knew  nothing  about  them,  for  that  he  left  all  matters  relat- 
ing to  the  ship  to  his  brother  Edmund  Read,  who  was  then 
making  up  his  accounts.  He  desired  the  matter  might 
stand  over  till  the  accounts  were  made  up,  and,  if  found  to 
be  right,  they  would  be  paid. 

.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  If  the  Court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  he  was,  the  verdict  is  to  stand ;'  otherwise  a 
nonsuit  to  be  entered. 

Chitty,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  was  originally 
liable,  for  he  was  the  principal,  and  Edmund  Read  merely 
his  broker  and  agent;  and  the  question  is,  whether  any 
thing  has  been  done  to  release  him  from  that  liability.  The 
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1899.        receipt  of  a  bill  of  exchange  accepted  by  the  agent  did  not 
J"^^''^^      discharge  the  debt  originally  owing  from  the  principal.    At 
v.  the  time  when  that  arrangement  was  made,  there  was  no 

'  option  given  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  any  offer  made  that  he 
should  have  money  if  he  pleased,  instead  of  the  bill..  The 
arrangement  produced  no  change  in  the  situation  of  the 
defendant.  The  agent,  it  is  true,  had  money  of  the  de- 
fendant's in  his  hands,  but  the  defendant  never  examined 
the  state  of  the  accounts,  nor  ever  inquired  how  his  agent 
was  dealing  with  his  money.  He  therefore  gave  his  agent 
an  unqualified  power  of  adjusting  the  account  in  any  mode 
he  might  chuse,  and  made  himself  responsible  accordingly. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  bill  was  not  payment;  Tap- 
leyv.  Martens  {a).  There  A.,  wishing  to  send  goods  toB, 
at  X,,  employed  C*  to  carry  and  deliver  them  to  B.,  and 
engaged  to  pay  C.  for  the  freight:  C,  on  delivering  them 
according  to  the  order,  took  a  bill  of  exchange  from  B. 
drawn  on  A.^  which  bill  was  never  paid.  It  was  held  that 
A,  was  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  freight  to  C,  not* 
withstanding  the  bill  of  exchange.  Besides,  the  defendant 
gave  no  new  credit  to  the  agent  in  consequence  of  his 
having  accepted  the  billis  of  exchange,  and  sustained  no 
prejudice  by  means  of  the  plaintiff  having  consented  to  the 
•  renewals  of  the  first  bill ;  therefore  this  case  falls  directly 
within  the  principle  laid  down  in  Wyatt  v.  The  Marquis  af 
Hertford  (b),  that  if  one  takes  the  security  of  an  agent 
unknown  to  the  principal,  and  gives  the  agent  a  receipt  as 
for  the  money  due  from  the  principal,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  principal  deals  differently  with  his  agent y  the  prin- 
cipal is  discharged  though  the  security  fails;  but  otherwise, 
if  the  principal  does  not  shew  thai  he  was  injured  by  means 
of  the  receipt.  In  Everett  v.  Collins  (c)  it  was  held,  that  if 
a  creditor  is  offered  cash  in  payment  of  his  debt,  or  a 
cheque  upon  a  banker,  and  prefers  the  latter,  that  does  not 
discharge  the  debtor  if  the  cheque  is  dishonoured,  alibough 
the  banker  fails  with  a  balance  of  his  principal's  in  his 
(rr)  8  T.  R.  451.  {h)  3  Kast,  147.  (c)  2  Campb.  515. 
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hands  to  a  large  amount.     Edmund  Read,  the  acceptor  of 
the  bill,  iDust  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  defendant 
io  this  case,  as  Mingay  8c  Co.  the  drawers  of  the  cheque^ 
were  considered  as  the  servants  of  the  defendant  in  the  case 
last  cited.    In  Clarke  v.  Noel  (a)  it  was  held,  that  the  pur- 
chaser of  goods  to  be  paid  for  by  bill  upon  his  agent,  was 
not  discharged  by  the  seller's  taking  a  renewal  of  the  bill, 
without  giving  him  notice.     Marsh  v.  Pedder(fi),  and  Taylor 
^•Briggs(c),  are  authorities  to  the  same  effect.    There  is 
one  case  where,  under  somewhat  similar  circumstances, 
the  debtor  was  held  to  be  discharged,  which  will  probably 
be  relied  on  for  the  defendant;  that  is  the  case  of  Strong  v. 
Hart{d).    But   the  decision  there  was  grounded  on  the 
particular  fact,   that  the  creditor  took  the  bill  for  his  own 
accommodation   instead  of  taking  cash,  which,  it  was  to  be 
inferred  from  the  case,  he  might  have  had  if  he  pleased; 
and  that  he  did  not  shew,  as  it  was  at  all  events  incumbent 
upon  him  to  do,  that  he  was  unable  to  obtain  payment  in 
cash.    Now  that  is  sufficiently  shewn  in  the  present  case, 
because  the  period  of  credit  had  not  expired  when  the  first 
bill  was  drawn,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  here  cannot  be 
said  to  have  taken  the  bill  as  a  matter  of  choice  instead  of 
cash:  he  asked  for  a  bill,  it  is  true,  but  that  was  because 
he  had  no  right  to  ask  for  cash,  and  in  order  to  have  the 
advantage  of  negotiating  the  bill,  and  so  putting  himself  in 
cash  before  the  credit  expired.     The  bill,  therefore,  did 
not  operate  as  payment  here.     And  there  was  another 
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(a)  SCampb.  411. 

(6)4Campb.25r;  Holt,N.P.C. 
72. 

(c)  1  Moody  &  Malk.  28. 

(d)9D,iLR,  189;  6  B.  &  C. 
160.  There  the  captain  and  part- 
owner  of  a  ship  signed  bills  of  lad- 
ing making  the  caVgo  deliverable 
to  the  consignees  or  their  assigns, 
they  paying  freight.  He  deli- 
vered the  cargo  to  the  consignees, 
and  took  a  bill   for  the  freight, 

VOL.  l\\ 


which  was  dishonoured.  In  an 
action  against  the  consignors  for 
the  freight,  it  was  held,  first,  that 
the  jury  were  rightly  directed  to 
find  fi>r  the  defendants,  if  they 
thought  the  captain  took  the  bill 
as  a  matter  of  preference  and  con- 
venience to  himself;  and  secondly, 
that  it  lay  upon  the  plaintiffs  to 
prove  that  he  took  it  from  neces- 
sity. 

A  A 
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important  distinction  in  that  case,  namely,  that  there  had 
been  a  change  of  credit ;  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  own 
correspondence  with  the  defendants  subsequently  to  the 
giving  of  the  bill,  had  shewn  that  they  did  not  entertain  the 
idea  of  looking  to  the  defendants  as  liable  for  the  freight, 
in  the  event  of  the  bill  being  dishonoured.  The  true  test 
whereby  to  try  the  question  whether  the  debtor  in  such 
cases  is  discharged  or  not,  is  given  by  this  Court  in  their 
judgment  in  the  case  of  David  v.  Ellice  (a) ;  it  is,  whether 
the  debtor  has  sustained  any  prejudice  by  the  arrangement 
made  by  the  creditor.  Here  the  debtor  sustained  no  pre- 
judice; he  was  not  placed  in  a  situation  of  any  disadvantage 
by  the  taking  of  the  bills,  nor  did  he  deal  with  his  agent 
upon  the  faith  of  any  representations  made  to  him  by  bis 
agent  that  the  debt  had  been  paid. 

Campbell,  contr^.  The  agent  in  this  case  had  funds  in 
his  hands  belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  demand ;  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  demand  would  have  been  paid  out  of  those  funds, 
if  the  plaintiff  had  not,  for  his  own  accommodation,  and 
before  the  credit  had  expired,  commenced  the  system  of 
dealing  in  bills  with  the  agent.  Having  voluntarily,  add  for 
bis  own  convenience,  commenced  and  continued  that  system, 
he  has  given  credit  to  the  agent,  has  made  him  his  debtor, 
and  has  discharged  the  principal.  This  results  from  the 
general  principle  of  law,  that  where  the  agent  has  funds  of 
the  debtor  in  his  hands,  and  the  creditor,  voluntarily  and 
for  his  own  convenience,  takes  security  from  or  gives  credit 
to  the  agent,  who  afterwards  fails,  the  liability  of  the  ori- 
ginal debtor  is  discharged;  it  being  considered,  under  such 
circumstances,  that  the  money  of  the  original  debtor  in  the 
hands  of  the  agent  has  been  appropriated  to  the  creditor, 
and  the  agent  from  thenceforth  becomes  the'debtor  in  place 
of  the  principal.     And  this  is  perfectly  consonant  with 

(a)  7  D.  &  R.  690 ;  5  B.  &  C.      2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  178,  9  B.  &  A. 
196.    And  see  Bedford  v.  Dcakin,      210,  cited  in  7  D.  &  R.  697- 
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justice ;  for  the  creditor  can  have  no  right  to  two  debtors ; 
and  if  he  resorts  to  a  new  debtor  for  his  own  accommoda- 
tion, and   a  loss  ensues,  that  loss  ought  in  fairness  to  be 
home  by  him.     It  is  clear  from  all  the  facts  in  the  case, 
that  the  pUiniiff  intaided  to  make  Edmund  Read  his  debtor. 
Ednwnd  Read  was  not  agent  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
security  after  the  credit  had  expired;  he  was  agent  only  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  in  cash  at  the  expiration  of  the  credit. 
The  first  bill  did  not  become  due  until  after  the  credit  had 
expired,  and  the  plaintiff  consented  to  its  being  twice  re- 
newed, which  he  clearly  would  not  have  done  unless  he 
had  considered  Edmund  Read  as  his  sole  debtor;  and  he 
as  clearly  entered  voluntarily  and  for  his  own  convenience 
into  the  arrangement,  for  the  case  finds  that  he  ''  said  it 
would  be  an  accommodation  to  him  if  Edmund  Read  would 
give  him  an  acceptance  for  the  amount  of  all  his  accounts, 
in  preference  to  waiting  till  they  were  due."     The  cases 
cited  for  the  other  side  are  all  distinguishable  from  the 
present.     Tapley  v.  Martens  («),  Marsh  v.  Pedder  (6),  and 
Taylor  v.  Brtggs(c),  were  all  cases  of  actions  founded  on 
charter-parties  under  seal;  a  distinction  which  was  pointed 
out  by  Abbotty  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  the  case  of  Strong 
v.  Hart  (d);  and  there  was  no  evidence  in  any  of  those 
cases  that  the  bill  was  given  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
creditor,  or  of  his  representative,  the  captain.     So  in  Wyatt 
V.  The  Marquess  of  Hertford  {e),  it  did  ngt  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  had  sought  the  arrangement  entered  into  with  the 
agent  for  his  own  accommodation.     Everett  v.  Collins  (J) 
can  be  supported  as  law,  if  at  all^  only  on  the  ground  that 
the  cheque  there  given  was  taken  as  cash,  and  being  dis- 
honoured could  no  more  operate  as  a  payment  than  coun- 
terfeit guineas  or  forged  bank  notes.     David  v.  Ellice  (g) 
haB  no  analogy  to  the  present  case,  for  there  the  question 
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was^  whether,  under  particular  circumstances,  a  retired 
partner  continued  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  new  firm. 
Evans  v.  Dnimmond{a)  comes  nearer  to  this  case,  where 
it  was  held  by  Lord  Kenyan,  that  the  taking  the  bill  of  one 
partner  in  a  firm  in  renewal  of  a  former  bill  given  bj  the 
firm,  discharged  the  other  partners;  and  Reed  v.  White (b) 
is  expressly  in  point,  because  there  it  was  held,  that  if  a 
person  who  supplies  stores  to  a  ship,  of  which  there  are 
several  owners,  takes  in  payment  the  bill  of  the  ship's 
husband  (a  part  owner)  only,  and  settles  with  him  alone, 
he  discharges  the  other  owners,  particularly  if  the  bill  be 
renewed.  In  Smith  v.  Ferrand{c\  where  the  seller  of  goods 
received  from  the  purchaser  an  order  upon  his  banker  for 
the  price,  and  the  latter  (with  whom  money  had  been  de- 
posited to  meet  that  and  certain  other  demands)  offered  to 
pay  in  cash,  deducting  discount  for  the  period  of  credit,  or 
by  a  bill  upon  a  third  person,  which  the  seller  elected  to 
take,  it  was  held,  that  though  the  bill  was  dishonoured,  the 
seller  could  not  sue  the  purchaser  for  the  price  of  the  goods. 
That  case  is  also  in  point  with  the  present,  because  it  is 
an  authority  to  shew  that  the  dealing  in  bills  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Edmund  Read,  after  the  expiration  of  the  sti- 
pulated credit,  was  a  release  of  all  claim  upon  the  defend- 
ant, and  an  adoption  of  Edmund  Read  as  debtor  in  his  stead. 

Chitty,  in  reply.  There  was  no  real  accommodation 
given  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case.  In  Smith  v.  Ferrand{c), 
the  money  was  offered  to  the  creditor,  who  chose  the  bill 
in  preference.  That  was  not  the  case  here.  Here  the  bill 
was  in  effect  the  defendant's  bill. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — If  the  defehdant  had  made  it 
appear  that  he  had  sustained  any  injury  in  consequence  of 
the  arrangement  that  was  made  between  Edmund  Ready  his 
agent,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  respect  of  the  bills,  he  would 

(a)  4£sp.  89.  And  see  Smilh  t.  (b)  5  £sp.  129. 

Be  Silva,  Cowp.  409;  Malkin  v.  (r)  7  B.  &  C.  19. 

Vickentaffy  3  B.  &  A.  89. 
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have  given  the  case  a  very  different  colour  from  that  which         \Q^g. 
it  wears  at  present.     But  there  is  no  evidence  of  that  kind 
in  the  case.     According  to  the  evidence  the  defendant  never 
examined  into  the  accounts  at  all,  and  never  inquired  in 
what  manner  his  agent  was  disposing  of  his  money.     The 
only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  mode  of  dealing 
resorted  to  between  the  creditor  and  the  agent  had  the 
effect  of  discharging  the  principal  debtor,  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  the  agent  is  to  be  considered  as  having  paid  the 
debt*     The  only  case  bearing  affirmatively  upon  that  ques- 
tion is  that  of  Strong  v.  Hart  (a),  which,  however,  is  per- 
fectly distinguishable  from  the  present,  because  there  it  was 
taken  for  granted  that  the  creditor  might  have  had  money  if 
he  had  preferred  to  do  so.     But  here  the  creditor  had  no 
such  option.     He  was  in  the  first  instance  obliged  to  pay 
for  the  bill  by  allowing  the  discount  upon  it,  and  was 
unable  to  obtain  money;  and  even  when  the  bill  arrived  at 
maturity,  the  utmost  he  was  able  to  obtain  was  a  renewed 
bill.     From  such  a  mode  of  dealing  the  plaintiff  derived  no 
advantage,  for  it  cannot  be  deemed  an  advantage  to  obtain 
a  bill  which,'after  two  renewals,  is  at  last  dishonoured ;  and 
the  defendant  sustained  no  injury.     I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  there  has  been  no  payment  of  the  debt  in  this 
case;  that  the  defendant,  the  original  debtor,  is  still  liable; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Baylbt,  J. — In  all  transactions  of  this  nature  it  is  in 
the  power  of  the  principal  to  call  upon  his  agent  to  produce 
vouchers  for  the  sums  which  he  charges  as  paid;  and  it  is 
his  duty  to  do  so.  Here  the  defendant  never  called  for  any 
vouchers,  and  never  examined  the  accounts ;  and  I  think  it 
impossible  to  consider  him  as  having  been  at  all  placed  in 
a  worse  situation  by  the  plaintiff's  taking  the  bills  from 
Edmund  Read.  Mr.  Campbell,  in  the  early  part  of  his 
argument,  seems  to  have  referred  to  a  case  of  Embleton  v. 
Bremer,  which  I  believe  is  nowhere  reported,  but  which 

(«i)  9  D.  &  R.  189;  6  B.  &  C.  160. 
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1899.  was  tried  before  Lord  Kenyan  in  the  year  J  796,  and  of 
which  I  have  a  note.  But  that  case  is  distinguishable  from 
the  present.  That  was  not  a  case  of  principal  and  agent. 
The  creditor  there,  having  applied  to  his  debtor  for  pay- 
ment, was  referred  by  him  to  his  debtor,  to  whom  he  gave 
indulgence  without  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  debtofi 
and  by  doing  which  it  was  held,  most  properly,  that  he 
discharged  the  principal  debtor.  Upon  the  authority  of 
Tapley  v.  Martens  (a),  Marsh  v.  Pedder  (6),  and  Wyatt  v. 
The  Marquess  of  Hertford^c),  I  think  the  original  debtor  in 
this  case,  the  defendant,  is  not  discharged,  because  the 
plaintiff  never  elected  to  take  a  bill  in  payment  at  a  time 
when  he  might,  if  he  had  chosen,  have  obtained  payment 
in  cash.  The  only  accommodation  the  plaintiff  endeavoured 
to  gain  by  means  of  the  bill  was  an  acceleration  of  payment, 
not  a  prolongation  of  credit  for  the  demand. 

Little  DALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Nothing 
was  done  in  the  transaction  between  the  plaintiiF  and 
Edmund  Read  by  which  the  defendant  could  be  in  any 
degree  either  prejudiced  or  misled  ;  and  then,  according  to 
the  decided  cases  on  the  subject,  the  taking  of  the  bills 
did  not  amount  to  payment,  and  the  defendant  is  still  liable 
for  the  debt. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  quite 
clear  that  the  defendant  once  owed  the  money  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  therefore  he  was  bound  to  give  in  evidence  such 
an  answer  to  the  action  as  might  have  been  put  upon  the 
record  in  the  form  of  a  plea.  Could  the  arrangement  re- 
specting the  bills  have  been  pleaded  as  payment?  Certainly 
not,  because  a  bill  does  not  amount  to  payment  unless  it  is 
taken  as  such  in  preference  to  cash.  Could  it  have  been 
pleaded  as  accord  and  satisfaction?  do  the  facts  of  the  case 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  consented  to  discharge  the  defendant, 
and  to  take  Edmund  Read  as  debtor  in  his  stead?  I  think 

(fl)  8  T.R.  451.    (b)  4  Caropb.  357;  Holt,  N.P.C.  72.  (c)  SEast,  147. 
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dearly  not :  there  may  be  some  evidence  tending  that  way^ 
but  certainly  not  enough  to  justify  us  in  drawing  such  a 
conclusion.  In  Reed  v.  White  {a)  that  question  was  left  to 
the  jury ;  but  I  cannot  help  believing,  from  the  nature  of  the 
report,  that  there  were  other  circumstances  in  that  case  not 
noticed  by  the  reporter,  which  might  have  gone  the  length  of 
establishing  something  equivalent  to  payment.  Here  there 
was  really  nothing  but  the  single  circumstance  of  the  plain- 
tiffs taking  the  bill;  which,  alone,  does  not  amount  to  pay- 
ment either  in  fact  or  in  law,  and  does  not  furnish  a  legal 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (&). 
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(o)  5  Esp.  122. 


1829. 


(6)  And  see  ante,  vol.  i.  562,  (a). 


WaNSELL  V.  SOUTHWOOD. 

IHIS  cause  having  been  referred  to  arbitration  by  an 
order  of  nisi  prius,  a  witness,  who  had  been  regularly 
served  with  a  subpoena,  and  who  was  a  material  and  ne- 
cessary witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  refused  to  at- 
tend and  give  evidence  before  the  arbitrator.  Upon  an 
affidavit  of  these  facts, 

C/Utty  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Court 
should  not  make  an  order  commanding  the  witness  to 
attend.  [^Bayley,J.  (the  only  Judge  in  Court,)  Is  there 
any  instance  of  the  Court  having  made  such  an  order?] 
No  instance  of  the  kind,  certainly,  is  to  be  found ;  but  the 
application,  though  novel,  seems  to  be  founded  in  reason 
and  justice.  A  witness  attending  before  an  arbitrator  has 
the  same  privilege  as  a  witness  attending  before  any  of  the 
superior  Courts;  he  is  protected  from  arrest  e undo,  mo- 
rando,   et  redeundo ;    Randal  v.  Gumey  (c),   Ricketts  v. 


This  Court 
will  not  com- 
pel a  witness 
to  attend  be- 
fore an  arbi- 
trator, al- 
though the  re- 
ference be  by 
order  of  nisi 
prius. 


(c)  3  B.  &  A.  252;  1  Chitt.  R.  679. 


Wahsell 
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1829.        Gurnty{a)\  be  ought,  therefore,  to  be  under  the  same 
obligation  to  perform  his  duty.    The  principle  upon  which 
9.  he  enjoys  the  privilege  from  arrest  is,  that  public  justice, 

SovTHwooD.  ^JjJ^jIj  jg  ^f  higher  importance  than  the  private  claim  of  his 
creditor,  requires  his  free  and  unshackled  appearance  io 
Court ;  a  principle  which  applies  equally  to  his  appearance 
before  an  arbitrator.  The  arbitrator  in  this  case  was  the 
delegate  and  representative  of  the  Court,  by  order  of 
which  the  reference  was  made;  and  the  refusal  of  the 
witness  to  attend  and  give  evidence  before  him,  was  a 
contempt  of  the  Court  itself.  Unless  a  witness  is  com- 
pellable to  attend  in  such  a  case^  the  order  of  reference 
becomes  a  nullity;  a  result  which  the  Court  will  surely 
interfere  to  prevent,  by  exercising  its  authority  to  give 
effect  to  the  reference  made  by  the  order  of  one  of  its  own 
Judges. 

Bayley,  J. — It  is  admitted  that  there  is  no  precedent 
for  making  the  order  prayed  for.  Now  it  is  quite  impossible 
to  suppose  that  in  the  course  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty 
years  which  have  elapsed  since  the  passing  of  the  statute  9 
&  10  TF.  3,  c.  15,  which  originated  such  references  (6), 
many  instances  have  not  occurred  in  which  the  Court  would 
have  been  called  upon  to  exercise  its  power  in  the  mode 
now  proposed,  if  it  possessed  the  power  by  law.  That 
circumstance  alone  would  induce  me  to  refuse  this  appli- 
cation, because  I  should  deem  it  unadvised,  now  for  the 
first  time,  to  set  up  such  a  precedent.  But,  in  addition  to 
that,  I  believe  the  Court  has  no  power  to  make  such  an 
order. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  7  Price,  699;  1  Chitt.  R.  depending,  the  power  to  refer  to 
682.  arbitmtion  by  order  of  nisi  prius 

(6)  q.  d.  even  where  no  cause  is      being  at  common  law. 
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Ex  parte  Susannah  Scott.  v-^-v^^ 

CHITTY  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  habeas  corpus  to  A  British  sub- 
bring  up  the  body  of  Susannah  Scott,  a  prisoner  in  the  abroad,  under 
custody  of  the  Marshal,  for  the  purpose  of  her  being  dis-  a  warrant  upon 
charged  out  of  custody.     The  affidavits  stated  that  a  true  foramtscfe- 
bill  had  been  found  against  the  prisoner  upon  an  indictment  brouSit'm 
forperjury,  and  that  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  had  granted  a  custody  to 
warrant  for  her  apprehension,  to  compel  her  to  appear  and  there*com^ 

plead  to  the  indictment ;  that  one  Ruthven,  a  police  offi-  mitted  to  pri- 

-  ,  •  tt     ,-  t  son,  IS  not 

cer,  to  whom  the  warrant  was  specially  directed,  appre-  entitled  to  be 

headed  the  prisoner  at  Brussels ;   that  the  prisoner   ap-  p*^  j*'']^^*. 

lied  to  the  British  ambassador  there,  who  declined  inter-  terden,  C.  J., 

fering;  and  that  Ruthven  conveyed  her  from  thence   to  dubitante^xi- 

Ostend,  and  so  to  England,  and  finally  before  Lord  Te/i-  tledak^  J. 

terden,  who  committed  her  to  the  King's  Bench  prison,  for 

want  of  bail. 

Brougham  and  Piatt  shewed  cause.  There  is  no  ground 
for  discharging  this  prisoner.  A  true  bill  has  been  found 
against  her  for  a  misdemeanour,  and  as  she  either  could 
not  or  would  not  find  bail  when  she  was  committed,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  she  is  now  lawfully  in  custody.  The 
only  ground  on  which  this  rule  could  have  been  obtained, 
must  be  that  the  prisoner  was  unlawfully  arrested  in  the 
first  instance ;  but  as  she  is  now  clearly  liable  to  be  de- 
tained upon  a  criminal  charge,  the  Court  will  not  inquire 
into  the  means  by  which  she  was  originally  apprehended. 
Rex  V.  Marks  (a),  Ex  parte  Krans{b).  If  a  writ  of  ha- 
beas corpus  had  been  granted  in  the  first  instance,  the 
facts  already  adverted  to  would  have  formed  a  good  return, 
for  on  a  return  to  that  writ  it  is  sufficient  for  the  gaoler  to 
shew  the  warrant  for  the  detention  of  the  prisoner,  he  is 
not  bound  to  set  out  the  caption.  The  practice  in  civil  . 
and  criminal  cases  has  always  proceeded  upon  this  distinc- 

(a)  3  East,  157.  (()  8  D.  &  R.  411 ;  1  B,&  C.  S58. 
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1829.        tion.     In  civil  cases  the  Court  will  inquire  into  the  means 

^"^"^^^^      by  which  the  arrest  was  effected^  and  will  discharge  the 
Ex  iMirte  .  .^  .  ,  - 

Scott.       prisoner  if  improper  means  appear  to  have  been  resorted 

to;  Lyfordv.  Ti/rrel{a),  Spencev.  Siuart(^b):  in  criminal 
cases  the  Court  will  do  neither,  because  public  justice  re- 
quires that  the  party,  being  in  custody  upon  a  criminal 
charge,  should  be  detained,  whatever  means  may  have  been 
used  to  place  him  there  (c). 

ChiUy,  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  is  admitted,  and  could 
not  indeed  be  denied,  that  in  arrests  upon  civil  process  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  two  cases  last  cited  has  always  been 
adhered  to.  It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Marks{d) 
and  Ex  parte  Krans  (e)  this  Court  did  refuse  to  discharge 
the  parties  on  account  of  defective  commitments,  but  the 
answer  to  the  argument  thereon  founded  is,  that  in  both 
those  cases  the  prisoners  were  charged  with  felony.  In 
the  present  case  the  prisoner,  a  female,  is  charged  with  a 
misdemeanour  only,  and  in  favour  of  the  liberty  of  the 
subject  the  Court  will  think  it  right  to  abstain  from  extend- 
ing to  cases  of  misdemeanour  a  rule  which,  hitherto,  cer- 
tainly, has  been  confined  to  cases  of  felony.  The  arrest  in 
this  case  was  illegal  in  every  point  of  view,  being  contrary 
at  once  to  the  law  of  this  country,  to  the  law  of  Belgium, 
where  it  was  effected,  and  to  the  law  of  nations.  lu  Rex 
V.Marks  {d),  the  reason  for  the  Court's  refusing  to  bail>  and 
remanding  the  prisoner,  was,  that  although  the  warrant  of 
commitment  was  informal,  the  corpus  delicti  appeared  in 
the  depositions  (f) ;  therefore,  independently  of  the  distinc- 
.  tion  between  cases  of  felony  and  of  misdemeanour,  that 

(a)  1  Anstr.  85.  mand  the  prisooer,  withoat  regard- 

(b)  3  East,  89.  ing  the  regularity  or  irregularity  of 

(c)  In  Hex  V. Homer,  CM,  ^95^  the  commitment/'  That,  however, 
it  is  said,  ''  The  Court  of  King's  was  a  case  of  felony. 

Bench,  upon   an    application    to  (d)  3  East,  157. 

bail,  require  to  see  the  depositions,  (e)  2D.  &  R.  411 ;  1  B.  &  C. 

and  will  from  thence,  if  they  see  358. 

just  cause,  dischaiigey  baiJ,  or  re-  ^(f)Vide Rex v, Homer, suprk(c) 
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case  18  inapplicable  to  the  present.     In  The  Attomey-Ge*        1829. 
neral  v.  Carl  Cass  (a),  the  Court  of  Exchequer  discharged       pT"^"^^ 
a  prisoaer  detained  in  custody  under  legal  process,  issued        Scott. 
while  he  was  in  gaol  under  an  arrest  which  was  originally 
iliegal. 

Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.  J. — The  case  last  referred  to 
wasaa  information  for  penalties  under  the  revenue  laws,  a 
proceeding  which,  though  criminal  in  its  form,  is  in  its  na- 
ture more  like  a  civil  action  to  recover  a  debt  (6),  than  a  cri- 
minal prosecution  to  inflict  punishment  upon  an  oiFence 
against  the  public.  With  this  observation  I  may  dismiss 
that  case.  As  regards  the  case  now  before  us,  I  think  the 
question  should  be  considered  precisely  in  the  same  way  as 
if  the  prisoner  were  now  brought  into  Court  under  the  war- 
rant granted  for  her  apprehension ;  for  certainly  she  ought 
not  to  sustain  any  prejudice  now  from  the  circumstance  of 
her  having  been  committed  by  me  on  a  former  occasion. 
Now  the  question  is  shortly  this : — whether,  if  a  party 
charged  with  a  crime  is  found  in  this  country,  it  is  the  duty 
of  this  Court  to  take  care  that  he  shall  be  rendered  amen- 
able  to  justice ;  or  whether  the  Court  is  bound  to  inquire 
into  the  circumstances  attending  his  apprehension,  and 
under,  which  he  was  brought  into  this  country.  I  thought 
on  the  former  occasion  that  I  could  not  properly  enter  into 
such  an  inquiry,  and  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  still.  If  the 
arrest  was  made  in  violation  of  the  law  of  Belgium,  the 
authorities  of  that  country  might  have  interfered  to  vindi* 
cate  their  own  law.  If  it  was  made  in  violation  of  our 
law,  the  prisoner  has  a  right  of  action,  and  may  pursue  her 
legal  remedy.  I  am  free  to  confess  that  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  instance  in  which  the  government  of  a  foreign  country 
have  interposed  to  assist  in  the  apprehension  and  the  bring- 
ing hither  a  person  charged  with  a  misdemeanour  only. 
In  cases  of  felony,  however,  I  know  that  it  has  been  done 

(a)  11  Price,  345.  iu  personam,  vide  Atiorney-Gene- 

ib)  As  to  the  king's  action  of  ra/v.ilMerscy,l  East,  341;  Maun. 
debt  in  the  form  of  an  information      Exch.  Pract.  2d  ed.  193(g),  :201. 
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1899.  more  than  once,  for  I  have  myself  granted  the  warrant  for 
^r^^*^*^     the  apprehension  of  the  party  accused ;  and,  for  this  pur- 

Scurr.  pose,  I  do  not  know  how  to  distinguish  between  one  class 
of  crimes  and  another :  the  same  principle  appears  to  me  to 
apply  equally  to  both.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.  (<?). — I  entertain  great  doubts  upon  this 
question,  which  appears  to  me  one  of  very  considerable 
importance.  That  persons  accused  of  felony  have  been 
apprehended  under  circumstances  similar  to  those  in  the 
present  case,  I  am  aware,  and  I  think  properly  so ;  but  it  is 
another  thing  to  say  that  such  a  practice  shall  eitend  to 
every  case  of  misdemeanour,  however  trifling, — for  where 
can  the  line  be  drawn  ? — and  that  a  party  chained  with  a 
common  assault  in  London  shall  be  arrested  at  Paris  or 
St.  Petersburgh,  and  brought  back  hither  in  custody.  I 
repeat  that  I  very  much  doubt  whether,  upon  any  sound 
principle  of  general  justice  or  of  national  law,  the  autho- 
rities of  Belgium  ought  to  have  allowed  an  English  sub- 
ject, charged  with  a  misdemeanour  here,  to  be  apprehended 
in  their  dominions.  Upon  the  whole,  and  as  at  present 
advised,  I  incline  to  think  that  they  ought  not,  and  that  the 
prisoner,  having  been  apprehended  under  such  circum- 
stances, ought  to  be  discharged, 

Parkb,  J. — Upon  the  best  consideration  that  I  have 
been  able  to  give  this  question,  which  is  certainly  of  im- 
portance as  regards  the  liberty  of  the  subject,  I  concur 
with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  the  view  he  has  taken  of  iu 
When  a  party  is  solemnly  charged  upon  the  oaths  of  a 
grand  jury  with  the  commission  of  any  offence  against  the 
public,  whether  a  felony  or  a  misdemeanour,  and  is  found 
in  custody  in  this  country,  I  think  that  public  justice  re- 
quires, and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  provide,  that 
if  he  cannot  find  bail  he  shall  be  detained  in  custody  to  an- 
swer that  charge :  and  jthat,  without  inquiring  into  the  cir- 
{a)  Bayley,  J.,  was  gone  to  chambers. 
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cumstaDces  under  which  he  was  taken  into  custody.     If 
such  a  party  has  been  really  illegally  arrested^  he  has  his       Excite 
remedy  for  that  wrong  by  action ;  but  he  is  not  to  be  al-        Scott. 
lowed  the  opportunity  of  escaping  and  altogether  eluding 
public  justice^  merely  because  there  was  some  irregularity 
in  his  original  apprehension. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  King  v.   The   Commissioners   of   Sewers   for  the 
Tower  Hamlets. 

1  HIS  was  a  rule    calling    upon  the   commissioners   of  where  a  dis- 
severs for  the  limits  of  the  Tower  Hamlets  to  shew  cause  ^"*^^  "^^^^^P 

one  commis- 

why  a  wnt  of  certiorari  should  not  issue,  directed  to  them,  sion  of  sewers, 

to  remove  into  this  Court  a  certain  presentment  made  by  a  separate 

jury  at  a  Court  of  Sewers  holden  within  the  said  limits^  levels,  each 

and  delivered  to  the  said  Court  of  Sewers,  concerning  separate  line 

sewers  and   other  works  within  the  several  limits  of  the  of  sewers,  and 

deriving  no 
said  distnct ;    and   also  a  certam  order  for  a  rate  made  benefit  from 

by  the  said  commissioners  at  two  shillings  in  the  pound  J^®  ^JJ^^  '" 

over  the  whole  of  the  said  Tower  Hamlets,  founded  on  the  each  level 

said  presentment.     The  affidavits  disclosed  the  following  ^'l^tely  rated. 

facts : — 

The  commissioners  of  sewers  for  the  Tower  Hamlets 

have  always  acted  under  one  commission  for  the  whole 

district,  and  their  commission  has  always  been  in  the  form 

set  out  in  the  statute  of  sewers,  23  Henry  8.     From  the 

earliest  period  at  which  commissions  of  sewers  have  been 

granted  for  that  district  down  to  1821,  the  commissioners 

treated   it  as  containing  six  different  levels  or  lines  of  large 

leading  sewers;  and  in  all  presentments  of  juriies  made 

touching  the  sewers  within  the  said  limits,  and  in  all  rates 

imposed  by  the  commissioners  pursuant  to  such  present-^ 

mentSy    the  juries  and   the    commissioners  always   acted 

upon  the  acknowledged  principle  that  there  were  six  dif^ 
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1839.         ferent  levels  or  lines  of  large  leading  sewers  in  the  said 

Jj;**X7^       limits:  and  always,  in  such  presentments  and  rates,  di- 

TheKjNC        ..       ' ^  :     ,  .   *^,.^  ,       .  ... 

V.  vided  the  said  limits  into  six  different  levels  or  districts, 

^"7^^"  mailing  each  district  liable  to  the  repair  of  those  sewers 
of  Towcji     only  from  which  it  derived  benefit.     Down  to  18^1,  sepa- 
AMLETs.     j^^^  presentments,  bj  different  juries,  at  distinct  periods, 
and  separate   rates^   were  always  made  for  each   of  the 
six  different  levels  or  lines  of  large  leading  sewers,  not 
contemporaneously,   but  as  circumstances  required,  and 
the  rates  were  different  and  separate  in  amount,  and  the 
rates  and  presentments  were   made  at  different  times,  as 
the  state  of  repair  of  the  sewers  in  each  level  required 
them.     The  names  of  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  pre- 
mises in  each  level,  who  were  benefited  by  the  sewers  in 
that  level,  were  always  set  out  in  a  schedule  annexed  to 
each  presentment*     Down  to  1815,  the  accounts  of  the 
different  levels  were  kept  separate  and  distinct,  but  since 
that  time  they  have  all,  by  order  of  the  commissioners, 
been   kept  in   one   general  account.      Ever   since  1821, 
the   commissioners  have  been   endeavouring  to  establish 
one  general  and   equal  rate  over  the   whole  limits.     In 
1825,  they  empannelled  a  jury  to  make  one  general  pre- 
sentment of  all  the   sewers  within  the  whole  limits,  and 
made  an  equal  rate  for  the  whole  limits.    That  rate  was 
quashed  for  informality.      In   1828  another  general  pre^ 
sentment  was  made,  and   another  equal  rate  was  made, 
over  the  whole  limits.     This  was  resisted  by  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  parish  of  Hackney,  one  of  the  six  levels,  who 
had  always  before  been  presented  and  rated  separately  for 
the  repairs  of  the  sewers  within  their  own  level,  which  w»e 
maintained  at  a  much  smaller  expense  than  the  sewers  in 
the  other  five  levels,  from  which  they  derived  no  benefit,  the 
chief  part  of  the  drainage  in  the  parish  of  Hackney  being 
by  means  of  a  natural  brook,  and  some  small  branch  sewers 
communicating  with  it,  and  which  were  entirely  distinct 
from,  and  unconnected  with,  the  sewers  of  the  other  five 
levels. 
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The  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  by 

Sir  J.  Scarlett,  Gvrney,  Curwood  and  Chitty,  in  support 

of  the  presentment  and  rate,  and  by  Commission- 

ers of  Sewers 
of  Tower 

Ttndal,  S.  G.,  Campbell  and  Brodrick,  in  support  of  the     H***!"*- 

rule  for  quashing  the  same ;  but  it  is  deemed  unnecessary 

to  insert  their  arguments  here,  as  all  the  points  made,  and 

all  the  authorities  cited,  are  fully  noticed  in  the  judgment 

of  the  Courts  which  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Tenteroen,  C.J. — ^This  was  an  application  for 
a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this  Court  a  rate  made  by  the 
commissioners  of  sewers  for  the  Tower  Hamlets,  in  order 
to  its  being  quashed.  The  rule  was  applied  for  on  the 
part  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Hackney,  and  the 
objection  made  to  the  rate  was,  that  the  rate  was  imposed 
upon  the  whole  district  under  the  jurisdiction  of  these 
commissioners,  namely,  the  whole  district  of  the  Tower 
Hamlets,  ratably  and  proportionably ;  whereas  it  was  con- 
tended, the  rate  ought  not  to  be  made  generally  upon  the 
whole  district,  but  ought  to  be,  as  until  a  very  late  period 
indeed  it  had  been,  so  far  as  the  books  and  records  of  the 
commissioners  go,  a  rate  made  separately  upon  several  dis- 
tinct parts  of  this  district,  called,  or  usually  denominated, 
levels.  It  appeared  upon  the  affidavits  that  the  parish  of 
Hackney,  with  the  exception  of  a  very  small  part,  was  so 
situated  that  its  drainage  was  into  a  natural  brook  which 
communicated  with  the  river  Lea,  so  that  the  drainage  of 
that  district  could  be  carried  on,  and  had  in  fact  been  car- 
ried on  hitherto,  at  a  very  moderate  expense.  The  other 
levels  of  the  district,  which  lay  nearer  to  the  river  Thames, 
and  which  were  more  populous,  and  great  parts  of  them 
entirely  covered  with  houses,  were  drained  by  means  of 
covered  sewers,  erected  and  maintained  at  a  very  heavy 
expense ;  and  it  was  contended  that  it  was  unjust  to  charge 
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the  inhabitauts  of  Hackney,  who  derive  no  benefit  from 

,j^J^"J^^     those  expensive  sewers,  with  the  maintenance  of  them,  but 

V.  that  they  ought  to  be  separately  rated,  as  they  previously 

ere  of  Sewers   ^^^  been,  in  which  case  the  burthen  on  them  would  be 

of  Tower      niQch  lighter:  whereas  the  rate  in  question  had  the  effect 

Hamlets.        r     l       •         i  •  .      .  •  ^  r 

of  charging  tbem  with  the  maintenance  of  sewers  from 

which  they  derived  no  benefit.     In  support  of  the  rate  it 
was  contended,  not  that  the  fact  was  not  as  alleged  by  the 
parties  applying;  but  that  by  law  the  commissioners  of 
sewers  of  this  district,  called  the  Tower  Hamlets,  could 
not  do  otherwise  than  make  one  equal  pound  rate  upon  all 
lands  and  all  tenements   within  the  district  over  which 
their  commission  extends  :  that  they  were  bound  by  law  so 
to  do.     Now  it  is  certain  that  if  any  such  obligation  did 
exist  by  law,  the  law  would  in  this  case,  and  probably  in 
many  others  also,  work  considerable  injustice.    It  was  sug- 
gested to  us  at  the  bar,  and  the  two  cases  that  I  shall  mention 
were  instances  of  it,  that  in  many  other  districts  the  rate  is 
made,  not  upon  the  whole  district,  but  that,  under  the  au- 
thority and  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners,  the  district  is 
divided  into  several  parts,  which  are  usually  denominated 
levels,  and  the  inhabitants  of  each  particular  level  arecharged 
with  the  maintenance  of  the  sewers  within  that  level,  which 
are  the  only  sewers  from  which  they  derive  benefit.     If« 
therefore,  we  should  hold  this  rate  to  be  good,  we  should 
not  only  overturn  that  practice  which  has  prevailed  in  this 
district  called  the  Tower  Hamlets  for  many  years  down  to 
a  very  recent  period,  but  we  should  also  be  deciding  in  all 
the  other  cases  in  which  separate  rates  are  made  for  separate 
and  distinct  levels,  that  all  those  rates  are  bad  and  ought  to 
be  quashed.     It  appeared  to  us  to  be  very  important  that 
we  should,  at  least,  be  sure  we  did  right  before  we  came  to 
such  a  decision,  and,  therefore,  we  took  time  to  consider  of 
it ;  and  upon  consideration,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the 
law  is  not,  as  was  contended  in  support  of  this  rate,  but 
that  it  is  competent  to  persons  acting  under  this  commis- 
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sion  to  do  that  which  was  formerly  done  in  this  district,  and 
stiil  contioues  to  be  done  in  many  others,  namely,  to  sub- 
divide their  districts,  and  rate  the  inhabitants  of  the  separate 
parts  separately ;  so  that  the  inhabitants  of  each  part  may 
contribute  to  the  expense  of  maintaining  those  sewers  only 
from  wbich  they  derive  benefit     This  is  perfectly  consist- 
ent with  the  principle  which  has  always  been  laid  down  and 
generally  acted  upon.     I  do  not  speak  now  with  reference 
to  tbis  particular  question,  which  is  now  raised  for  the  first 
time.    The  principle  always  laid  down  and  generally  acted 
upon  is,  that  no  person  is  to  contribute  (o  the  expense 
except  those  who  derive  profit  or  benefit  from  it.     This 
general  principle  is  very  distinctly  noticed  in  Rooke'a  case  (a)« 
The  point  now  before  the  Court  was  not  the  point  in  ques- 
tion there;  the  point  there  was,  whether  a  particular  person, 
the  owner  of  particular  land,  a  plot  of  seven  acres,  which 
had  usually  maintained  a  particular  bank,  was  alone  bound 
to  repair  the  bank;  or  whether  the  obligation  to  repair 
should  be  cast   upon  the  owners  of  a  district  containing 
about  800  acres,  which  was  said   to  be  within  the  same 
level,  and  protected  by  the  bank.     The  point  decided  was, 
that  it  ought  to  be  cast  upon  all  the  occupiers  of  all  the 
300  acres  that  were  within  the  level.     Reference  was  there 
made  to  the  statute  of  6  Hen.  6,  c.  5,  which  is  one  of  the 
old  statutes  of  sewers  prior  to  the  statute  of  23  Hen.  8,  c.  5; 
and  the  language  of  that  statute  is  somewhat  different  from 
the  language  of  that  of  23  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  and  perhaps  shews 
more  distinctly  the  power  of  the  commissioners  as  well  as 
their  duty,  (for  their  powers  and  their  duties  are  equivalent,) 
to  rate  separately  according  to  the  maintenance  of  the  par- 
ticular works   or   sewers   from  which  the  parties   derive 
benefit     Tbe  direction  in  the  statute  is, ''  No  person  shall 
be  exempt  from  the  rate,  whatever  his  estate  or  condition 
may  be,  whether  he  be  rich  or  poor,  or  of  whatever  condi- 
tion, estate,  or  dignity  he  may  be,  who  derives- or  receives 
defence,   profit  or  protection   from  'the   aforesaid   walls, 
(a)  5  Co.  Rep.  99,  b.  9d  resolution. 
VOL.  IV.  B  B 
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ditches,  gutters,  barriers,  causeways/'  and  so  on.     Not 

ThelKiNG      ^^^^  *^'  ^^^  derive  benefit  from  the  \Vorks  within  the  dis- 

«;  .        trict,  but  that  all  who  derive  benefit  from  the  particular 

ers  of  Sewers   works  there  mentioned,  shall  be  chargeable  to  them.    That 

of  Tower     case  also  furnishes  an  instance,  and  is  one  of  those  to  which 
Hamlets.  ,     . 

I  before  alluded,  of  the  commissioners  of  a  large  distnct 

subdividing  their  rates  into  parts  on  particular  levels ;  for 
the  rate  In  Rooke*s  case  was  made  by  commissioners  M^bo 
had  a  commission  to  survey  all  walls,  and  so  forth,  in  the 
River  of  Thames,  in  the  counties  of  Essex  and  Kent.     Now 
if  they  had  b^en  bound  to  make  one  entire  rate,  the  inha- 
bitants of  the  county  of  Kent  on  one  side  of  the  Thames 
might  have  been  charged  with  the  repairs  of  sewers  and 
drains  which  were  in  the  county  of  Essex  on  the  other  side; 
and  it  is  quite  impossible  to  suppose  that  any  thing  of  that 
kind   should   have   taken    place.     There  is  another  case 
which  it  may  not  be  improper  to  mention,  that  of  Stafford 
v.  Hamston  (a).     There  a  rate  was  made  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  sewers  for  the  city  and  liberty  of  Westminster, 
and  the  parish  of  St.  Margaret  was  rated  by  a  separate  rate 
by  those  commissioners,  being  one  of  the  parishes  within 
their  jurisdiction.     The  sewer,  towards   the   expense  of 
which  the  plaintiff  was  assessed,  was  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Margaret.     The   plaintiff  was  an  inhabitant  of  Knights- 
bridge,  and  she  derived  no  benefit  from  the  sewer  to  the 
repairs  of  which  she  was  charged.     It  was  held  that  it 
was  competent  for  her,  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought 
against  the  person  acting  under  the  warrant  of  the  commis- 
sioners, to  prove  that  fact,  and  evidence  of  the  fact  having 
been  rejected  at  nisi  prius,  the  Court  granted  a  new  trial. 
The  case  of  Netherton  v.  Ward(b)  supplies  another  instance 
in  which  the  commissioners  had  subdivided  their  district; 
and  in  that  of  Masters  v.  Scroggs  (c)  it  was  conceded  that 
the   person  assessed   was   not  liable,  unless  he    aictually 
derived,  or  was  likely  to  derive  benefit  from  the  works 

(a)  b  J.  B.  Moore,  608 ;  2  Brod.       (i)  3  B.  &  A .  2 1 . 
.     &  Bingh.  691.  (c)  3  M.  &  S.  447. 
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towards  the  expense  of  which  he  was  charged.     There  the         18^9. 
commissioners  of  sewers  had  assessed  a  person  in  respect 
of  drains  which  communicated  with  other  drains  that  fell 

into  the  main  sewer;  but  in  point  of  fact  the  level  of  his    Comraission. 

'^  ers  of  Sewers 

drams  was  so  much  above  the  sewer,  that  the  stopping  of     of  Tower 

the  sewer  couH  not  possibly  throw  back  the  water  so  as  to 
injure  his  premises;  and,  thereforci  as  he  was  not,  and  did 
not  appear  likely  to  be  benefited  by  the  works,  he  was  held 
not  liable  to  the  assessment.     For  these  reasons^  therefore, 
without  going  further  into  the  subject,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  commissioners  have  done  wrong  in  making  one 
rate  for  the  whole  district,  which  would  work  the  injustice 
to  which  I  have  alluded.  It  was  competent  for  them  bylaw 
to  rate  separate  parts  within  their  jurisdiction  and  authority, 
in  the  same  manner  as  had  been  long  previously  done.     A 
great  deal  of  reliance  was  placed  in  the  argument  on  the 
word  "  level/'  which  is  found  in  the  report  ofRooke^a  case(a), 
and  in  which  it  is  said  that  all  who  are  within  the  level  are 
to  contribute.     That  is  very  true;  but  the  question  is  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  level."     Now  that  word  does 
not  occur  in  the  act  of  parliament;  neither  is  it  to  be  found 
in  the  commission.     If  we  were  to  understand  the  word 
"level**  in  the  sense  sought  to  be  attributed  to  it  in  this  ar- 
gument, we  should  make  it  an  artificial  division  of  the  land ; 
whereas,  according  to  its  natural  import,  the  word  denotes, 
not  an  artificial  division  of  the  land,  but  the  peculiar  natural 
character  and  situation  of  it.   So  understood, all  those  cases, 
and  all  those  expressions,  which  shew  that  the  rate  is  to  be 
made  equally  upon  all  the   inhabitants  of  the  level^  will 
stand  untouched  by  our  decision.     The  rule,  therefore,  for 

the  certiorari  must  be  made 

Absolute. 

(d)  5  Co.  Rep.  95,  b.  The  word  danger  and  are  to  receive  benefit 

**  level,"  though  used  in  the  special  (ei  que  tont  a  prendcr  commodity) 

verdict  in  that  case,  does  not  ap-  by  the  making  of  the  banks  to  be 

pear  to  be  adopted  by  the  Court,  contributors ;  for  qui  sentit  comnuh 

The  resolution  there  is,  '^  that  the  dum  tentire  debet  et  onus,*' 
statute  will   have  all  who  are  in 

B  b£ 
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1890. 
s^s.^       Greville  v.  Atkins  and  another^  Executor  and  Execu- 
trix of  Keene,  deceased. 

tKcitS^of    I^^RT  on  bond.     The  bond  was  executed  by  the  testator 

the  appoint-      on  the  4th  January,  1822,  and  was  in  the  penal  sum  of 

be  deputy  to     2000/.  subject  to  a  condition,  by  which  (after  reciting  that 

B,  in  the  exe-   Grevil/e  was  colonial   secretary  of  the   island  of  Tobago 

office  within     in  the  West  Indies,  and  had  appointed  T.  B.  Maiming  his 

i*'?  E"S?!?  ^^  deputy  to  execute  the  duties  of  the  office  in  the  island  of 

16,  or  49  G.  3,  Tobago,  and  to  receive   the  fees  and  emoluments  thereto 

^ym^hereaiU  belonging,  in  consideration  of  T.  B,  Mannings  paying  and 

to  B.  an  allowing    thereout  to   Greville  the  annual  sum  of  4501, 

the  condition    ^^  be  paid  as  thereinafter  mentioned  ;  and  that  A.  Manning 

of  the  bond       a^d   Keene  had    agreed  to  become  the  sureties  of  T.  B. 

stated  to  be      Manning  for  the  due  and  punctual  payment  thereof,)  the 

lor  the  pay.      condition  of  the  bond  was  declared   to  be  such,  that  if 

ment  by  il.  to  ^  ' 

£.  of  such         T,  B»  Manning,    and   yJ,   Manning  and    Keene    as    such 

Renerally"it  is    s"r®^*cs,  or  any  of  them,  their  or  any  of  their  heirs,  execu- 

a  good  plea  in   tors  or  administrators,  did  and  should   from  thenceforth 

that  the  bond   yearly  and  every  year  during  so  long  time  as  T.  B.  Manning 

was  given  in      should  hold  the  appointment  of  deputy  colonial  secretary 
pursuance  of  .  *^  *^  ^         *•  i  •      • 

an  agreement    of  the  island   of  Tobago  under  Greville,    and   until  the 

^sum^abwiutel    ^^^^^'  retirement,  or  dismissal  of  T.  B.  Manning,  well  and 

and  at  all         truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  Greville,  his  executors, 

Semble  that  administrators  and  assigns,  the  annual  sum  of  450/.,  by  even 

the  condition    gnj  equal  half-yearly  payments,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  1st 

shews  the         February  and  1st  August  in  each  and  every  year,  the  first 

bond  to  be        payment  thereof  to  begin  and  be  made  on  the  1st  August 

given  upon  an    "^  "^  ,  °  ^  ® 

illegal  con-       then  next  ensuing,  together  with  a  proportionate  part  of 

tract(«;.  ^j^^  annual  sum  of  450/.  as  should  accrue  due  between  the 

last   half-yearly   payment    next    preceding  the    death    of 

T.  B.  Manning,  or  his  retirement  or  dismissal  from  the 

office,  and  the  time  of  his  death,  retirement  or  dismissal, 

(a)  In  this  view  of  the  case,  the  special  case  the  Court  had  pro- 
condition  being  recited  in  the  de-  nounced  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
claration,  or  set  out  upon  oyer,  the  it  would  have  been  error  on  the 
defendant  might  have  demurred  to  record,  in  whatever  way  thejary 
the  declaration  ;   or  if  upon  the  had  found  the  agreement. 
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without  any  deductioD  or  abatement  for  or  by  reason  of        1829. 
any  taxes  or  other  matter  whatsoever;  or  if  il  Mannim     j!^^'^"^'^ 

\    rr  1         1.        •  ^  'II         '  If  .  .  GrEVILLE 

and  Ketfie  should  give  to  UrevtUe  six  months    notice  in  v. 

writing  of  their  intention   to  withdraw  (a)   their  security       Atkins. 
and  liability  to  pay  the  annual  sum  of  450/.^  and  should  pay 
to  Grevilk  all  sum  or  sums  of  money  that  should  be  due 
to  him  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  bond  at  the  expiration  of 
such  notice,  then  the  bond  should  be  void. 
Pleas: — First^  non  est  factum  testatoris. 
Secondly,  that  the  office  of  colonial  secretary  of  the  island 
of  Tobago  iu  the  condition  mentioned  was,  at  the  respective 
times  of  the  supposed   bargain  and  sale  hereinafter  next 
mentioned,  and  of  the  execution  of  the  bond  by  the  testator, 
an  office  in  the  gift  of  the  crown,  and  the  island  of  To- 
bago one  of  his  majesty's  colonies ;  that  before  the  mak- 
ing of  the  bond,  it  was  corruptly,  and  against  the  form 
of  the  statute  Sec,  agreed  by  and  between  GreviUe  and 
T.  B.  Mannings  A.  Manning  and   Keene,-  that  Greville, 
being  such   colonial  secretary  of  the  island  of  Tobago, 
should  appoint  T.  B.  Manning  his  deputy  to  execute  the 
duties  of  the  office,  and  to  receive  the  fees  and  emoluments 
thereto  belonging,  on  condition  of  T.  B,  Manning  paying 
and  allowing  thereout  to  GreviUe   yearly  and  every  year, 
during  so  long  time  as   T.  B,  Manning  should  hold   the 
appointment   under  GreviUe^  the  sum  of  450/.,   by  even 
and  equal  half-yearly  payments,  the  first  payment  thereof 
to  begin  and  be  made  on  the  1st  August  then  next  ensuing; 
together  with  a  proportionate  part  of  the  sum  of  450/.  as 
should  accrue  due  between  the  last  half-yearly  payment 
next  preceding  the  death  of  T,  B.  Manning,  or  his  retire- 
ment or  disoGiissal  from  the  office,  and  the  time  of  his  death, 
retirement  or  dismissal,  without  any  deduction  or  abate- 
ment for  or  by  reason  of  any  taxes  or  other  matter  what- 
soever; and  that  such  payments  should  be  secured  by  the 
joint  and  several  bond  of  T.  B,  Manning,  and  of  A.  Man-- 
ning  and   Keene  as   sureties  of   T.  B,  Manning,   for   the 
due  and  punctual  payment  thereof;  and  that  afterwards,  iu 
(a)   Vide  Calvert  v.  Gordon,  ante,  vol.  iii.  126. 
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pursuance  of  such  agreement  of  bargain  and  sale.  Keene, 
as  surety  for  T.  B.  Manning,  executed  the  bond. 

Thirdly,  the  same»  only  omitting  the  allegation  that  the 
money  was  agreed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fees  and  emoluments 
of  the  office. 

Fourthly,  that  the  oflSce  of  colonial  secretary  of  the  island 
of  Tobago  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  corrupt 
agreement,  bargain  and  sale  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  and 
at  the  time  of  executing  the  bond,  was  an  office  in  the  gift 
of  ihe  crown,  and  that  before  the  making  of  the  bond  Gre- 
ville,  being  such  colonial  secretary,  did  corruptly  and  against 
the  form  of  the  statute  Scc,  bargain  and  sell  to  T.  B.  Man- 
ning the  deputation  of  his  office  of  colonial  secretary,  and 
the  fees  and  emoluments  thereto  belonging,  on  condition  of 
'1\  B.  Manning  paying  to  Greville  yearly  and  every  year, 
during  so  long  time  as  T.  B.  Manning  should  hold  the  office 
under  Greville,  the  sum  of  450/.  without  any  deduction 
or  abatement  whatsoever;  and  that  afterwards,  Keene,  in 
pursuance  of  such  supposed  corrupt  bargain  and  sale,  and 
as  surety  for  the  due  payment  by  T,  B.  Manning  of  the 
sum  of  450/.,  executed  the  bond. 

Fifthly,  that  the  office  of  colonial  secretary  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  supposed  corrupt  agreement,  bargain  and 
sale  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  and  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  bond,  was  an  office  touching  and  concerning  the  execu- 
tion of  justice  in  the  island  of  Tobago  ;  concluding  like  the 
fourth  plea. 

Sixthly,  the  same  as  the  fourth,  except  in  describing  the 
office  as  one  touching  and  concerning  the  clerkship  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  island  of  Tobago,  and  oc- 
cupied there  in  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  being 
a  court  of  record  wherein  justice  was  administered  in  the 
island. 

Seventhly  and  eighthly,  that  the  bond  was  obtained  by 
fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation. 

Replication,  joining  issue  upon  the  first  plea ;  denying 
the  alleged  corrupt  agreements  in  the  second,  third,  fourth, 
fifth,  and  sixth  pleas  respectively  mentioned  ;  denying  also 
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the  alleged  fraud  and  covin  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  pleas 
mentioned ;  and  suggesting  breaches  under  the  statute. 
Rejoinder^  joining  issue  upon  all  those  denials, 
At  the  trial  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first, 
seventh,  and  eighth  issues ;  and  a  verdict  was  taken  also  for 
the  plaintiff  upon  all  the  other  issues,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  upon  the  following  case : — 

The  plaintiff  being  colonial  secretary  of  the  island  of 
Tobago,   under  letters-patent    heretofore  granted  by  the 
crown  under  the  seal  of  the  island,  whereby  he  had  been 
constituted    and   appointed   such   secretary,   to  hold   and 
exercise   such  office  by  himself  or  his  sufficient  deputy, 
shortly  before  the  execution  of  the  above  mentioned  bond, 
agreed  with  T.  jB.  Mannings  A.  Manning  and   Keene,    to 
appoint  the  said  T.  JB.  Manning  his  deputy  to  execute  the 
duties  of  the  said  office  of  colonial  secretary,  and  to  allow 
him  to  receive  the  fees  and  emoluments  tliereto  belonging, 
00  condition  of  the  said  2\  B*  Manning  paying  at  all  events 
to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  450/.  yearly  during  the  period, 
by  the  payments  and  at  the  times  in  the  condition  of  the 
bond  respectively  mentioned.     In  pursuance  of  this  agree- 
ment, the  bond  in  question  was  executed  by  the  defendants' 
testator  as  one  of  the  sureties  of  T,  B.  Manning,  who  was 
appointed  deputy,  and  continued  in  the  enjoyment  of  the 
office  of  deputy  colonial  secretary,  and  in  the  receipt  of  the 
said  fees  and  emoluments,  from  the  15th  April,  1822,  till 
the  15th  September,  1823,  when  he  was  dismissed   from 
his  said  office. 

The  jury  found  that  the  sum  of  450/.  a  year  was  to  be 
paid  absolutely,  whether  the  fees  were  more  or  less,*  and 
that  the  fees  of  the  office  did,  after  deducting  the  expenses, 
exceed  the  sum  of  450/.  annually. 
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Piatt,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  main  question  in  this  case 
will  be,  whether  the  bond  sued  upon  is  or  is  not  void  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  5  and  6  Edw.  6,  c.  l6(a).     It 

(ci)  Sect.  S  of  which  enacts,  **  that  hereafter  baigaiti  or  sell  any  office 
if  aoy  person  or  persons  at  any  time      or  offices,  or  deputation  of  any 
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18  submitted  that  it  is  not.  The  proper  rule  for  the  con- 
structioD  of  the  statute,  and  for  ascertaining  whether  a  par- 
ticular transaction  is  or  is  not  within  its  operation,  is  very 
clearly  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Godolphin  v.  Tudor  [a). 
The  Court  there  said,  "  Where  an  office  is  within  the 
statute,  and  the  salary  is  certain,  if  the  principal  make  a 
deputation,  reserving  a  lesser  sum  out  of  the  salary,  it  is 
good.  So,  if  the  profits  be  uncertain,  arising  from  fees,  if 
the  principal  make  a  deputation,  reserving  a  sum  certain 
out  of  the  fees  and  profits  of  the  office,  it  is  good.  For  in 
these  cases  the  deputy  is  not  to  pay  unless  the  profits  rise 
to  so  much ;  and  though  a  deputy  by  his  constitution  is  in 
place  of  his  principal,  yet  he  has  no  right  to  the  fees,  they 
still  continue  to  be  the  principal's:  so  that  as  to  him,  it  is 
only  reserving  a  part  of  his  own,  and  giving  away  the  rest 
to  another.  But  where  the  reservation  or  agreement  is, 
not  to  pay  out  of  the  profits,  but  to  pay  generally  a  certain 
sum,  it  must  be  paid  at  all  events,  and  such  bond  is  void  by 
the  statute."  Here  the  agreement  was  to  pay  450/.  a  year 
out  of  the  fees  and  emoluments  of  the  office  ;  therefore  the 


office  or  offices,  or  any  part  or  par- 
cel of  aDy  ofthem,  or  receive,  have, 
or  take  any  money,  fee,  reward,  or 
any  other  profit  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, or  take  any  promise,  agree- 
ment, covenant,  bond,  or  any  as- 
surance to  receive  or  have  any 
money,  fee,  reward,  or  other  profit 
directly  or  indirectly,  for  any  office 
or  offices,  or  for  the  deputation  of 
any  office  or  offices,  or  any  part  of 
any  of  them ;  or  to  the  intent  that 
any  person  should  have,  exercise 
or  enjoy  any  office  or  offices,  or  the 
deputation  of  any  office  or  offices, 
or  any  part  of  any  of  them ;  which 
office  or  offices,  or  any  part  or  par- 
cel ofthem,  shall  in  any  wise  touch 
or  concern  the  administration  or 
execution  of  justice,  or  the  receipt, 
conCrohnent  or  payment  of  any  of 


theking*s  highness' treasure,  money , 
rent,  revenue,  &c.,  or  which  shall 
concern  or  touch  any  clerUbip  to 
be  occupied  in  any  manner  of  court 
of  record,  wherein  justice  is  to  be 
ministered :  that  tlien  all  and  every 
such  person  and  persons  shall  lose 
and  forfeit  all  his  and  then*  right, 
interest  and  estate  of,  in, or  to  aoy 
of  the  said  office  or  offices.*' 

And  sect.  3  enacts,"  that  all  and 
every  such  bargains,  sales,  pro- 
mises, bonds,  agreements^  cove- 
nants and  assurances  as  be  befons 
specified,  shall  be  void  to  and 
against  him  and  them  by  whom  any 
such  bargain,  sale,  bond,  promise, 
covenant  or  assurance  shall  be  had 
or  made." 

(a)  2  Salk.  468;  confiniied  in 
Dom.  Proc,  1  Bro.  P.C.2ded.  135 
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bond  is  good,  within  the  verj  language  of  the  Court  in  that 

case.     The  same  distinction  was  acted  upon  in  the  case  of 

Cullifordv.  De  Cardonell  (a),  where  the  Court  said,  **  This 

bond  is  not  within  the  statute,  because  the  condition  is  not 

to  pay  hiih  so  much  in  gross,  but  half  the  profits,  which 

mast  be  sued  for  in  the  principal's  name ;  for  they  belong 

to  him,  though  out  of  them  a  share  is  to  be  allowed  to  the 

deputy  for  his  service."     But  the  statute  5  &  6  Edw.  6,  c. 

16,  does  not  extend  to  the  colonies,  Blankard  v.  Galdy  (Jb), 

therefore  the  question  arises  whether  the  recent  statute  of 

49  Geo.  3,  c.  126,  which  does  extend  to  the  colonies,  has 

any  effect  upon  the  bond  in  this  case.     Now  the  latter 

statute  contains  no  provision  for  avoiding  securities  given 

in  cases  like  the  present;  it  merely   enacts^  in  section  I, 

that  all  the  provisions  in  the  former  act  contained  shall 

extend  and  be  construed  to  extend  to  all  offices  in  the  gift 

of  the  crown  or  of  any  office  appointed  by  the  crown : 

therefore,  the  question  in  this  case  is  in  reality  precisely  the 

same  with  reference  to  both  the  statutes.     The  49  Geo.  3, 

c.  126,  however,  provides,  in  section  10,  that  nothing  in  it 

contained  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  prevent 

or  make  void  any  deputation  to  any  office  in  any  case  in 

which  it  is  lawful  to  appoint  a  deputy,  or  any  agreement, 

contract,  bond  or  assurance  lawfully  made  in  respect  of  any 

allowance,  salary  or  payment  made,  or  agreed  to  be  made 

by  or  to  such  principal  or  deputy  respectively,  out  of  the 

fees  or  profits  of  such  office.     Now  the  condition  of  this 

bond  recites  an  agreement  to  pay  the  plaintiff  a  fixed  sum 

o(460l.  a  year,  out  of  the  fees  and  emoluments  of  the  office, 

an  agreement  which  is  perfectly  lawful  under  both  the  acts 

of  parliament.     The  defendants  were  not  liable  to  pay,  nor 

could    the  plaintiff  recover,  unless   the  fees  amounted  to 

4oO/.  a  year ;  and  the  case  finds  that  they  exceeded  that 

sum.      The  jury,  indeed,  found  that  the  money  was  to  be 

paid  absolutely  and  at  all  events  ;  but  that  was  a  finding  in 
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(a)  2  Salk.  466. 


(6)  Ibid.  411. 
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1899.  coDtradiction  of  the  bond,  and  must  be  rejected  accordingly. 
Lastly,  the  case  finds  that  the  plaintiflf  was  appointed  to 
hold  and  exercise  the  office  by  himself  or  his  sufficient 
deputy,  which  is  decisive  to  shew  that  the  transaction  is 
not  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied  by  the 
legislature. 

G.  R.  Cross,  contrd.  The  bond  is  clearly  void.  The 
office  was  one  in  the  gift  of  the  crown,  and  the  sale  of  the 
deputation  was  rendered  illegal  by  the  reservation  of  a  sum 
certain  to  be  paid  absolutely  and  at  all  events.  [Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.  The  short  question  seems  to  me  to  be, 
whether  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  that  subject  is  to  be 
received  or  rejected ;  whether  it  is  so  totally  inconsistent 
with  the  bond  that  we  are  bound  to  reject  it.]  That  is  the 
question,  and  the  answer  to  it  is  that  the  fact  cannot  be 
rejected,  and  for  two  reasons :  first,  that  taking  the  recital 
and  the  condition  together,  and  looking  at  the  bond  as  a 
whole»  it  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  it  that  the  money  was 
intended  to  be  secured  payable  at  all  events,  and,  therefore, 
that  the  finding  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  bond ;  and 
secondly,  that  even  if  the  finding  is  inconsistent  with  the 
bond»  still  it  was  competent  for  the  defendants  to  state 
upon  their  plea,  and  to  prove  by  their  evidence,  the  real 
nature  of  the  transaction  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the 
bond.  Collins  v.  Blantem  (a),  Paxton  v,  Popham  (Jb).  [Here 
the  Court  stopped  him.] 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — Looking  at  the  bond  itself 
there  is  strong  ground  for  contending,  and  the  belief  of  my 
mind  is,  that  the  parties  intended  that  the  money  should  be 
secured  so  as  to  be  payable  absolutely  and  at  all  events;  for 
the  payment  was  to  be  made  before  the  amount  of  the  fees 
could  possibly  be  ascertained.  But,  upon  the  authority  of 
the  cases  last  cited,  it  was  clearly  competent  for  the  jury  to 

(a)  2  Wils.  347,  (6)  9  East,  408. 
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find  the  fact  which  rendered  the  transaction  illegal.  They 
have  found  it,  and  that  fact  appearing,  the  bond  is  clearly 
void,  and  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 
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Greville 
Atkins. 


BAYLsy,  J. — This  case  is  one  of  the  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule  of  evidence,  that  parol  evidence  cannot  be 
admitted  to  contradict  or  vary  a  written  document.  The 
bond  is  apparently  legal,  but  when  it  is  suggested  that  the 
bond  itself  is  colourable  only,  and  that  the  real  agreement 
between  tbe  parties  was  illegal,  facts  are  clearly  admissible 
to  shew  what  the  real  transaction  was.  It  is  so  iu  cases  of 
usurious  contracts,  and  it  is  so  in  the  present  case.  Then 
taking  the  fact  here  found  into  consideration^  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  bond  is  void. 


LiTTLBDALE,  J. — I  think  there  is  quite  enough  upon 
the  face  of  the  bond  to  shew  that  it  is  void,  without  taking 
into  consideration  the  finding  of  the  jury.  The  money  is 
made  payable  at  dates  when  the  amount  of  the  fees  could 
not  be  known,  which  of  itself  proves  tbe  intention  that  the 
money  should  be  paid  at  all  events.  However,  the  evidence 
was  clearly  admissible ;  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  per- 
fectly conclusive  to  shew  that  the  bond  b  void. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  terms  of 
the  condition  are  that  the  money  shall  be  paid  absolutely: 
not  that  they  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  fees. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  (a). 

(a)  And  see  Co.  Litt.  234  a. ;  Com.  Dig.  Officer,  K. 


380  CASES  IN  THE  KIKG's  BENCH, 

1890 

s^^^^  BuHCH  V.  The  Earl  of  Liverpool. 

An  agreement  ASSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated,  that  in  the  life- 

ringeTor  ^^^'  ^^^^  ^^  Catherine,  Countess  of  Liverpool,  by  an  agreement 

more  than  made  30th  June,  1825,  between  the  countess  and  plaintiff, 

detemiinable  1^  ^^  agreed  that  the  countess  should  hire  of  plaintiff;  and 

at  any  time       |jjg^  plaintiff  should  let  to  hire  to  the  countess,  a  carriage, 

upon  payment  "^ 

of  a  year's        for  the  term  of  five  years  next  ensumg,  and  that  the  countess 

ajcreeraent  n<4  ^^^^^^  P^J  *^  plaintiflF  every  year  during  the  term,  for  the 

to  be  perform-  use  of  the  carriage,  ninety  guineas ;  that  plaintiff  delivered 

year  from  the    ^^^  carriage  to  the  countess,  and  that  the  countess  received 

making  there-    the  same  from  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement; 

of,  and  must  ,  T   . 

be  signed  by      that  the  countess  made  her  will,  thereby  appointing  de- 

the  party  to  be  fendant  her  executor,  and  died  in  October,  1827;  that  de- 
charged  there-  \  ;  ' 
with.               fendant  proved  the  will,  and  took  upon  himself  the  execu- 
tion thereof,  and  thereby  and  by  means  of  the  premises 
became  liable  to  and  bound  by  the  agreement  for  the 
remainder  of  the  term;  that  being  so  liable^  in  considera- 
tion that  plaintiff  would  suffer  the  agreement  to  be  put  an 
end  to,  defendant  promised  to  pay  him  ninety  guineas; 
and  that  plaintiff  did  suffer  the  agreement  to  be  put  an  end 
to,  but  defendant  had  not  paid  the  money.      Plea,  non 
assumpsit,  and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  London  adjourned  sittings  after  Ust 
term,  the  case  was  this: — On  the  30th  of  June,  1825,  the 
Countess  of  Ltverpoo/,  who  had  had  previous  dealings  with 
the  plaintiff,  hired  of  him  a  carriage  for  five  years,  at  ninety 
guineas  a  year,  paying  one  year's  hire  in  advance,  which 
she  continued  to  do  till  she  died  in  September,  1827.    In 
the  following  month  the  defendant  called  upon  the  plaintiff, 
informed  him  of  that  event,  and  inquired  what  was  generally 
done  under  such  circumstances.     The  plaintiff  stated,  that 
the  custom  of  the  trade  was,  and  it  was  proved  to  be  so  at 
the  trial,  to^  pay  one  year's  hire  as  a  consideration  for  put- 
ting an  end  to  the  agreement  before  the  time  expired.  The 
defendant  replied,  that  he  understood  such  was  the  custom ; 
that  he  was  leaving  London  for  a  few  days,  but  would 
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previously   send  the  carriage   home^    and  that  upon  bis 
return  he  would  either  write  or  send  to  the  plaintiff,  and       BueciT 
settle  the  matter.     The  carriage  was  sent  home  on  the  17th  v- 

of  October,  1827>  but  no  further  notice  of  the  matter  was    LrvERPooL 
ever  taken  by  the  defendant,  and  at  length  the  present 
action  was  brought.     It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  promise  by  him 
personally  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  year's  hire,  and  that, 
even  if  there  had  been,  there  was  no  consideration  whereon 
to  found  such  a  promise,  because  there  was  no  proof  of 
any  written  agreement  having  been  executed  by  the  Countess 
of  Liverpool,  which  there  ought  to  have  been,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
29  Car.  %  c.  3,  the  agreement  proved  being  one  which  was 
"  not  to  be  performed  within  the  space  of  one  year  from 
the  making  thereof."     It  was  insisted  contra  for  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  agreement  must  be  considered  as  having  been 
entered  into  with  reference  Jto  the  custom  proved,  in  which 
case  the  agreement  would  be  determinable  at  any  time  and 
luight  be  performed  within  a  year,  and  no  note  in  writing 
would  he  necessary.     The   Lord   Chief  Justice  was  of 
opinion  that  the  agreement  made  between  the  Countess  of 
Liverpool  and  the  plaintiff  was,  by  the  express  terms  of  it, 
an  agreement  not  to  be  performed  within  the  space  of  one 
year  from  the  making  thereof,   and  that,  therefore,  not 
having  been  signed  by  the  countess,  it  would  not  have  been 
binding  upon  ber,  and  consequently  formed  no  considera- 
tion for  any  promise  made  by  the  defendant  personally  to 
pay  the  money.     His  lordship,  therefore,  directed  a  non- 
suit, but  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
in  his  favour  for  ninety  guineas. 

F.  Pollock  now  moved  accordingly.  The  agreement 
proved  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  custom  of 
the  trade,  and  so  construed,  it  was  an  agreement  for  five 
years,  determinable  at  any  time  either  by  the  countess  or 
her  legal  representative  upon  payment  of  one  year's  hire. 
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Then  it  was  an  agreement  which  might  be  performed  within 
one  year  from  the  making  of  it,  and  did  not  require  to  be 
in  writing  and  signed  by  the  countess.  If  the  countess  had 
died  within  the  first  year  of  the  term,  her  executor  might 
clearly  have  put  an  end  to  the  agreement ;  and  an  agree- 
ment which  might  have  been,  although  iq  fact  it  has  not 
been  performed  wkbin  a  year  from  the  making  of  it,  is  not 
within  the  provision  of  the  statute  (n).  [Bayky,  J.  There 
the  defendant  would  be  liable  only  in  his  representative 
character  as  executor;  here  he  is  sued  in  bis  personal  cha- 
racter, as  upon  a  promise  made  by  himself.] 


Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.J. — It  is  evident,  from  the  express 
language  of  the  agreement,  that  it  was  an  agreement  not  to 
be  performed  within  the  space  of  one  year  from  the  making 
thereof,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  it  was  to  continue  for  a 
term  of  five  years.  It  was,  therefore,  within  the  statute, 
and  ought  to  have  been  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged 
therewith  (b). 


(a)  The  statate  extends  to  all 
contracts  which  are  not  to  be  car- 
ried into  full,  effective,  and  com- 
plete execQCion,  within  the  space 
of  one  year  from  the  making  there- 
of. The  word  "  performed''  does 
not  signify  an  inchoate  perform- 
ance, or  part  ezecntion  of  the 
agreement;  and  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  render  a  parol  contract 
void,  if  it  appear  to  have  been  the 
express  understanding  of  the  par- 
ties at  the  time,  that  it  was  not  to 
be  completed  within  a  year;  though 
it  might  be,  and  was  in  fact,  in 
part  performed  within  that  period. 
Chitty,  jun.  on  Contracts^  209. 
But  contracts  which  may  or  may 
not  happen  to  be  performed  within 
a  year,  have  been  held  not  to  be 
within  the  statute.  Tims  an  agree- 
ment to  leave  money  by  will  need 


not  be  in  writing,  though  uncertain 
as   to  the   time  of  performance. 
Fenton  v.  Emblers,  3  Burr.  1278; 
1  W.  Bla.  353.    So  a  parol  pro- 
mise to  be  performed  on  a  contin- 
gency, as  to  pay  so  much  money 
on  the  return  of  such  a  ship,  is  not 
within  the  statute,  though  the  ship 
do  not  arrive  within  a  year.  Amo- 
nymoutf    1   Salk.  280.     And  see 
Peter  v.  Compton,  Skinner,  353; 
Smith  y.Wettall,  1  Ld.  Raym.SlG; 
Selw.  N.  P.  839, 7th  edit. ;  Chilly's 
Statutes,  372,  n. 

(6)  "  Where  the  agreement  is  to 
be  performed  upon  a  contingency, 
and  it  does  not  appear  on  tkt 
face  of  the  agreement  that  it  is  to 
be  performed  after  the  year,  thete 
a  note  in  writing  is  not  necessary, 
for  the  contingency  might  happen 
within  the  year;  but  where  it  if- 
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Bayley,  J. — Even  if  the  cuatom  proved,  which  I  cannot        1829. 
help  considering  as  a  very  extraordinary  one,  could  be      ^^"^^^ 
regarded  as  forming  part  of  the  contract,  still  the  contract  v. 

was,  in  its  express  terms,  a  contract  for  five  years,  deter-    L,^^p^x^, 
minable  by  the  parties  within  that  period.     It  was  in  its 
very  language  a  contract  agreed  not  to  be  performed  within 
a  year,  and  therefore  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (a). 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  refused  (6). 

peart  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  a  year,  and  expresily  and  tpecifi' 

agreement  that  it  is  to  be  performed  calfy  to  agreed,**    By  Denison,  J., 

ojter  the  year,  then  a  note  in  writ-  3  Burr.  1^81 ;  in  Fenton  v.  EmblerSf 

ing  is  necessary.''    By  a  majority  3  Burr.  1278;  I  W.  Bla.  353. 

of  the  Judges  in  Peter  v.  Compton,  (6)  And  see  Boydell  v.  Drum- 

Skinner,  353.  mond^  2  Campb.  160,  1 1  East,  142; 

(a)"  The  Statute  of  Frauds  Gi/^^v.Syto,  16 East,  150,154; 

piainJy  means  an  agreement  not  to  Williami  v.  J&nei,  7  D.  &  R.  549, 

be  performed  within  the  space  of  5  B.  &C.  108. 


Sweeting  v.  Halse. 

1  HE  plaintiff  in  this  case  having  obtained  a  rule  absolute  Where,  in  an 
for  a  new  trial  (c),  subsequently  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  tmofeiE^'*** 

cause  why  he  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  amend  his  decia-  change,  it  ap- 

.  .  i.  ,         I  I-  1      peared  that 

ration,  upon  paynaent  of  costs,  by  adding  counts  upon  the  the  bill  had 

second  contract,  which  had  been  improperly  submitted  to  j*^"  cancel- 
■     ,  ^  .  led,  anci  a  new 

the  jury  on  the  first  trial.  one  substitute 

ed,  which  was 
not  declared 
Campbell  and   Barstow  shewed  cause.     If  the  Court  upon,  and  the 

allow  the  proposed  amendment,  they  will  go  farther  than  thereupon  had 

has  ever  yet  been  gone  according  to  any  precedent.    This  a  verdict,  the 
•     1  ^        ,..«.,,.,,        ,  .    Court  refused 

IS  the  case  of  a  plaintitt,  who  having  declared  upon  a  parti-  to  allow  the 

plaintiff  to 
(r)  Ante,  2S7.  The  plaintiff  was      tiff  and  the  defendant  was  indorsed  amend  upon 
the  drawer,  and  the  defendant  the      upon  the  bill,  but  was  not  stamped,  payment  of 
acceptor,  of  a  bill  of  exchange.      The  declaration  contained  no  count  ^jng  counts 
Before  the  bill  became  due,  the      upon  this  new  contract,  and  the  upon  the  new 
de/endant*s  name  was  erased,  and      object  of  the  present  rule  was  to  bill, 
a  new  contract  between  the  plain-      supply  that  defect. 
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1829.         cular  contract,  gone  to  trial,  and  failed,  but  afterwards  ob- 
tained a  new  trial,  now  seeks  to  engraft  upon  his  origiual 
action  an  entirely  new  cause  of  action,  founded  upon  an 
entirely  new  contract.     No  case  can  be  found  authorising 
such  an  amendment  ds  this.     The  case  which  has  gone^the 
farthest  upon  the  subject  is  that  of  Atkinson  v.  Bell  (a). 
There  the  plaintiffs,  who  declared  for  goods  bargained  and 
sold,  and  for  work,  labour  and  materials,  being,  from  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  unable  to  support  either 
of  those  counts,  were  permitted,  upon  payment  of  costs, 
to  amend  their  declaration  by  adding  counts  for  not  accept- 
ing the  goods,  and  to  go  to  a  new  trial;  Bayley,  J.,  observ- 
ing, however,  (b)   "  that  the   permission    to   amend  was 
granted  solely  on  account  of  the  hardship  of  the  case,  and 
must  not  be  drawn  into  a  precedent.^'     But  even  if  that 
case  could  be  drawn  into  a  precedent,  it  does  not  go  the 
length  which  would  be  requisite  to  support  the  present 
application.     In  that  case  there  was  only  one  contract,  and 
the  difficulty  under  which  the  plaintiffs  laboured  was,  that 
they  had  not  so  described  the  contract  in  the  declaration  as 
to  let  in  evidence  of  what  the  contract  really  was;  upon 
the  contract,  as  it  really  existed  between  the  parties,  it  was 
not  doubted  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 
Here  the  case  is  essentially  different.     There  have  been 
two  distinct  contracts  entered  into  between  these  parties. 
The  plaintiff  made  his  election  to  proceed  upon  one  of 
them ;  but  he  failed,  because  it  appeared  that  that  contract 
had   been  rescinded,  and  a  new  contract,  with  different 
terms,  entered  into.     The  contract  upon  which  this  plaintiff 
sued  would  not  entitle  him  to  a  verdict,  whatever  might  be 
the  form  of  his  declaration.     Then  his  action  having  failed 
upon  the  first  contract,  he  seeks  to  amend  his  declaration 
for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  the  same  action  upon  the 
second  contract.     But  this  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  do; 
he  must  bring  a  fresh  action.     The  answer  so  frequently 
given  to  motions  for  setting  aside  nonsuits,  may  most  pro- 

(a)  8  M.  &  R.  299;  8  B.  &  C.  277.  (b)  9  M.  &  R.  S02. 
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perly  be  given  to  the  present  plaintiff,  *'  You  are  not  1899. 
concluded — you  may  bring  a  fresh  action."  The  plaintiff 
here  is  not  concluded;  because,  although  in  point  of  form 
there  is  a  verdict  against  him,  the  judgment  on  that  verdict 
will  be  no  bar  to  a  fresh  action,  if  that  be  founded  upon  a 
different  contract.  If  this  amendment  be  allowed,  the  dc- 
feodaot  may  be  burthened  with  the  earlier  costs  of  the 
cause;  because  he  may  be  without  an  answer  to  the  new 
counts,  and  may  have  defended  the  action  solely  upon  the 
strength  of  the  former  objection. 

Sir  J,  Scarlett  and  Chitty^  control.     Even  if  there  were  no 
precedent  for  this  application,  the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of 
that  discretion  which  regulates  all  motions  to  amend,  would 
allow  the  amendment  prayed.     The  objection  taken  at  the 
trial  was  against  the  merits  of  the  case ;  and  the  opposition  to 
this  motion  is  equally  so.    The  proposed  amendment  cannot 
in  any  way  prejudice  the  defendant;  his  defence,  if  he  have 
any,  will  be  equally  available,  whether  it  be  offered  to  the 
new  counts,  if  allowed  in  this  action,  or  to  similar  counts 
in  another  action.     But  this  application  is  not  without 
precedent.     The  Court  are  in  the  constant  habit  of  allow- 
ing declarations  in  ejectment  to  be  amended,  by  adding 
counts  upon  n^w  demises,  on  such  terms  as  they  think 
reasonable.     Tn  those  cases  a  new  action  is,  in  point  of 
substance,  as  well  as  of  form,  engrafted  upon  the  old ;  and 
it  frequently  happens  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  recovers 
upon  the  demise  which  he  has  been  allowed  to. add  upon 
payment  of  costs.     The  circumstance  of  the  cause  being  so 
far  advanced  does  not  affect  the  principle;  the  only  dif- 
ference it  produces  is  in  the  amount  of  costs  which  the 
plaintiff  has  to  pay.     The  case  of  Atkinson  v.  Bell  shews  that 
the  advanced  stage  of  the  cause  is  not  an  insuperable  objec- 
tion to  the  allowance  of  an  amendment,  if  the  Court  think 
that  the  justice  of  the  case  calls  for  it.     The  best  test  to  try 
whether  the  justice  of  the  case  calls  for  it  here,  is  to  see 
whether  the   defendant  will  consent  to  suffer  judgment  by 
yoL.  IV.  c  c 
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default  upon  the  new  counts,  upon  the  plaintiff  undeitak- 
SwEETiNG     ^°S  ^^  P^y  ^^'  ^^  costs  of  this  cause.     [This  proposal  was 
^'  not  accepted.]     The  refusal  to  accept  this  proposal  shew8| 

that  the  defendant  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  the  amendment, 
and  that  he  has,  or  conceives  that  he  has,  a  defence  to  the 
new  counts.  It  follows,  that  he  cannot  be  supposed  to 
have  defended  this  action  solely  upon  the  strength  of  the 
former  objection. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — I  think  if  we  were  to  retke 
this  rule  absolute,  we  should  be  going  further  than  the 
Courts  have  ever  gone  hitherto  in  cases  of  this  desciiplion. 
There  will  be  no  end  to  applications  pf  this  nattile,  if  th^ 
are  once  yielded  to.  The  safer  course,  and  that  which 
will  compel  parties  to  pay  some  attention  to  their  owe 
cases,  will,  in  my  opinion,  be,  to  refuse  to  assist  them  in 
so  advanced  a  stage  of  the  cause.  The  plaintiff  mast  be 
left  to  his  remedy  by  a  new  action.  I  am  sorry  for  it; 
because  the  objection  to  the  amendment  is  against  the 
merits  of  the  case. 

The  other  Judges  concurred » 

Rule  discharged. 


George  Barker,  one  of  the  Executors  of  Matthew 
Bowles,  deceased,  v.  Charles  May,  and  Mary  his 
Wife. 

Money  arising  THIS  was  a  rule  for  a  prohibition,  obtained  upon  affidavits 

from  the  sale    .,.,.,-„.     V. 

of  lands  devb-  disclosing  the  followmg  facts : — 

cd  to  execu.         The  testator,  Af.  Bowles,  by  his  will  Appointed  S.  Bowles 

tore  in  trust  to  ''  ■  *^ 

sell  for  the        and  G.  Barker  his  executors,  and  devised  to  them,  their 

fades'  con-    '*®*"  ^^^  assigns,  all  his  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments, 
stitutes  equit-    8cc.,  in  trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  and  directed 

legal,  assets;    ^^^^  ^^^  money  which  should  arise  from  the  sale,  as  well  as 

and  cannot  be 

sued  for  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 
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the  rents  snd  profits  until  the  sale,  should  be  deemed  to  be 
part  of  bis  personal  estate;  and   that  such  money,  rents 
aod  profits  should  be  subject  to  the  dispositions  therein«» 
after  mentioned  concerning  his  personal  estate.     He  then 
directed  his  personal  estate  to  be  sold ;  and  when  the  money 
arising  from  the  sale  of  his  personal  estate,  and  from  the 
laads,  &c.  thereinbefore  made  saleable,  and  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof^  should  have  been  collected,  he  disposed  of 
the  same  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned.     He  bequeathed 
several  legacies,  and,  among  others,  one  to  M,  May,  the 
wife  of  C.  Mat/.     The  will  was  proved  in  1815.     In  1B28 
a  citation  issued  oot  of  the  Consistorial  Court  of  Norwich, 
at  the  suit  of  May  and  his  wife,  whereby  Barker,  as  one  of 
the  eiectttors  of  M,  Bowles^  was  required  to  produce  an  in- 
ventory and  account  of  the  goods  and  chattels.  Sic.,  which 
bad  come  to  his  possession  as  executor  of  M.  Bowks,  Bar^ 
iff  accounted  for  all  the  personal  estate,  and  admitted  that 
he  bad  in  his  hands  the  sum  of  159/*  165.,  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate ;  but  insisted  that  he  was  not  liable 
to  account  for  the  same,  it  not  being  part  of  the  personal 
estate  of  Af.  Bowks.     May  and  his  wife  then  presented, 
for  admission,  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court,  a  libel,  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  payment  of  their  legacy ;   and  the 
Judge  admitted  the  libel.    The  present  rule  was  then  moved 
for,  on  the  ground  that  the  devise  being  of  real  estate,  the 
Consistorial  Court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the 
suit ;  and  that  a  devise  of  real  estate,  although  to  executors 
for  sale,  was  a  trust,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  equitable, 
and  not  legal,  assets. 

Trndaif  S.  G.,  now  shewed  cause.  The  Consistorial 
Court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  this  suit.  Tlie  testator 
has  expressly  directed  that  the  proceeds  of  his  real  estate, 
when  sold,  sball  be  deemed  part  of  his  personal  estate;  the 
executor,  by  inserting  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in  his 
inventory  and  account,  has  admitted  that  they  are  part  of 
the  personal  estate :  and  the  real  estate  having  been  sold> 

c  c  2 
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^^^       and  the  money  realized  by  the  executor,  that  money  has  be- 
come, in  point  of  law,  personalty.     Prohibition,  therefore, 
will  not  lie  in  this  case;  Anonymous  case  in  Dyer  (a).  There, 
''  a  man  devised  lands  to  his  executors  to  be  sold,  directing 
that  the  money  arising  therefrom  should  be  disposed  of  in 
legacies  specially  expressed  in  his  will.     One  of  the  lega- 
tees, after  probate  of  the  will,  sued  in  the  Court  Christian 
for  his  legacy ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  prohibition 
would  lie  in  such  case.    And  Catline,  Dyer,  and  Saunders 
thought  that  it  would  not  lie,  because  the  money  was  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  and  there  was  no  remedy  for 
the  legacy  in  the  temporal  court."    In  Love  v.  Naplesden  {b\ 
it  was  held  that  a  legacy  bequeathed  out  of  the  profits  of  free- 
hold and  leasehold  lands  might  be  sued  for  in  the  Spiritual 
Court,  although  the  term  expired,  and  the  devisee  of  the 
freehold  died  before  payment.    "  They  brought  prohibition, 
surmising  that  this  legacy  being  out  of  the  profits  of  land, 
no  suit  could  be  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  it.     But  in 
regard  it  was  a  mere  personal  legacy,  although  to  be  raised 
out  of  the  profits  of  land,  yet  being  raised  out  of  the  lease 
for  years  as  well  as  out  of  the  land,  and  he  (the  executor) 
having  raised  it,  and  being  dead  without  payment,  there 
being  no  action  maintainable  for  it  at  the  common  law  by 
account  against  his  executors  or  otherwise ;  it  is  therefore 
reason  she  (the  legatee)  should  have  her  remedy  in  the 
Spiritual  Court :  whereupon  a  consultation  was  awarded.** 
In  Netter  Vi  Brett  (c)  Croke,  J.,  who  differed  from  the  rest 
of  the  Court,  said, ''  I  assented  to  the  case  in  9  E/iz.  (Dyer, 
264),  upon  this  reason,  because  the  land  being  sold,  the 
money  is  personal,  and  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor, 
so  as  it  savours  not  of  the  realty,  being  executed/'     In 
Bassett  V.  Bassett  (d),  a  legacy  was  charged   upon  a  fund 
partly  real  and  partly  personal,  payable  at  twenty-one  or 
marriage.     The  legatee  died  before  twenty-one,  aiid  un- 
married.    Assets  were  admitted.     The  personal  represen* 

(a)  Dyer,  264,  (41).  (c)  Cro.  Car.  397. 

(6)  Cro.  Jac.  %T9.  (d)  3  Atk.  «08. 
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tative  of  the  legatee  having  sued  in  the  Spiritual  Court  for         1829. 
the  legacy,  the  Lord  Chancellor  refused  au  injunction  to 
stay  the  proceedings,  being  of  opinion  that  the  legacy  was 
charged  upon  personal  estate,  and  was  within  the  jurisdic- 
of  the  Spiritual  Court. 

Hutchinson,  contri.  The  Spiritual  Court  has  clearly  no 
jurisdiction  over  this  case.  At  the  close  of  the  report  of 
the  Anonymous  case  cited  from  Dyer  (a),  it  is  said, ''  But 
Bendlows  said  it  had  been  held  otherwise  before  this  in  one. 
case,"  and  Pascliall  v.  Ketterich  (6)  is  referred  to,  which  is 
this : — '*  Note,  by  the  opinion  of  all  the  justices  of  each 
bench,  that  where  a  man  devised  by  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment in  writing,  that  his  executors  should  sell  his  lands, 
and  that  his  daughter  should  have  a  portion  of  the  money 
for  her  advancement,  and  so  with  respect  to  others  a  sum 
certain,  and  died,  and  his  executors  made  sale,  and  would 
not  pay  the  legacies,  whereupon  the  daughter  sued  them  in 
the  Court  Christian ;  prohibition  well  lies  in  that  case,  be- 
cause it  is  not  a  legacy  testamentary,  but  out  of  lands." 
And  in  a  note  to  that  case  it  is  added,  ''  This  book  was 
affirmed  by  Coke,  arguendo,  to  be  the  better  law,  and  that 
he  shall  sue  in  the  Court  of  the  King  for  the  money  ;  and 
so  it  was  adjudged  two  or  three  times  in  the  course  of  his 
practice  by  Coke'*  Sambem  v.  Sambem  (c)  seems  to  be 
one  of  the  cases  there  alluded  to,  and  is  in  point.  In  Ed-^ 
wards  v.  Graves  {d)  the  devise  was  to  trustees  to  sell  land^ 
and  to  divide  the  money  between  the  defendant  and  three 
others  equally.  The  trustees  sold  the  land,  but  did  not 
pay  over  the  money,  and  the  defendant  sued  in  the  Spritual 
Court  for  his  fourth  share.  It  was  held  by  this  Court  that 
the  money  was  not  testamentary,  for  it  was  not  assets  to 

(o)  Dyer,  964,  (4t).  justices     besides    WiUiamt,    who 

(6)  Ibid.  151,  (5).  doubted  thereof.     Vide  Dyer,  151, 

(c)  2  Bolstr.  357.     And  in  Lore  and  9  Eliz,  264/* 

V.  Napleukn,  it  is  said,  '<  n  con-  (d)  Hobart,  ^65, 

sultation  was  awarded  by  all  the 
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1829.  pay  debts,  but  a  sum  arising  out  of  land,  appointed  to 
special  uses  in  way  of  equity,  and  not  as  a  legacy,  and, 
therefore,  was  not  to  be  sued  for  in  the  JEcclesiastical  Court, 
but  in  a  Court  of  Equity ;  and  that  Court  cannot  hold  plea 
of  a  legacy  in  equity,  but  where  it  is  a  legacy  in  law  indeed^ 
for  they  must  hold  plea  by  their  law,  as  our  courts  of  law 
do.  In  Bastard  v.  Stockwell  (a)  it  was  held  that  none  can 
sue  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  a  legacy  arising  out  of 
land,  because  not  within  their  conusance^  And  these  cases 
are  consistent  with  the  rule  of  law  as  laid  down  in  Bacon's 
Abridgement  (b)  and  in  Shepherd's  Touchstone  (c),  in  the 
latter  of  which  it  is  said,  "  If  one  devise  that  his  executors 
shall  sell  the  land,  and,  with  the  money  coming  or  made  of 
it,  shall  pay  such  and  such  legacies  or  sums  of  money  in 
particular,  to  such  and  such  persons  by  name  ;  this  is  not 
a  legacy  for  which  a  suit  lieth  in  a  Court  Christian ;  but  for 
this  every  one  that  is  to  have  a  portion  may  have  account 
against  the  executors  after  the  sale."  And  Dyer,  151,  is 
referred  to-  In  Lewin  v.  Okeley  (d)  Lord  Hardwicke  de- 
cided that  wherever  an  executor  is  also  a  trustee  for  pay- 
ment of  debts,  the  assets  shall  still  be  equitable,  and  not 
legal.  Newton  v.  Bennett  (e)  is  to  the  same  effect.  In 
Silk  v.  Prime  (/)  Lord  Camden  reviewed  all  the  authorities 
upon  the  subject,  and  decided,  that  wherever  the  land  is 
devised  for  the  payment  of  debts  to  the  same  persons  that 
are  made  executors,  the  assets  are  equitable,  and  his  decision 
was  confirmed  and  acted  upon  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Bailey  v. 
Ekitts  (g)  and  Shiphard  v.  Luttoidge  (A). 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.-— I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
rule  for  a  prohibition  must  be  made  absolute.  It  oertaioly 
has  been  held  in  some  of  the  older  cases,  that  where  land 
is  devised  to  be  sold  by  executors,  or  devised  to  executors 

(a)  2  Shower,  50.  (e)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  134. 

(6)  Legacy,  (M).  (/)  Ibid.  138,  ui  notes. 

(c)  Cap.  23 ;  p.  431,  5th  ed.  (g)  7  Vcsey,  319. 

(d)  fi  Atk.  60.  (A)  8  Vesey,  26. 
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to  be  sold,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  legal  assets.     But         i^^^* 
later  cases  have  established  that  if  land  be  devised  to  trustees 
to  be  sold  for  payment  of  debts ;  that  the  same  persons  are 
made  executors,  the  effect  of  that  is  to  create  a  charge  upon 
the  land  to  tbe  amount  of  ttie debts;  that  there  the  proceeds 
of  the  land,  whensold>  are  equitable,  and  not  legal,  assets  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors;  and,  therefore,  that  a  legatee, 
entitled  to  a  portion  of  those  assets  cannot  sue  for  it  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court.    There  is  one  very  modern  and  very 
decisive  case  upon  the  subject,  I  mean  that  of  Clay  v. 
WilliSiia),  in  this  Court  There  land  was  devised  to  trustees,. 
who  were  also  appointed  executors,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  to 
pay  debts,  and  discharge  incumbrances.     It  was  held  that 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  was  equitable,  and  not  legal, 
assets.    Bayltyt  J.  there  said, ''  Was  the  money  legal,  or 
was  it  equitable  assets  i     I  think  it  was  clearly  equitable,. 
and  upon  two  clear  principles  ;  first,  that  the  subject-matter 
of  the  devise  was  equitable  property  at  the  time  of  the  tes- 
tator's death  ;  and  secondly,  that  the  devise  was  in  trust  to 
pay  debts.     With  respect  to  the  first,  it  was  held  in  Sir 
Chariei  Cox'$  case  (6)  and  in   HarttPtU  v.  Chiiters  (c),  that 
the  equity  of  redemption  of  a  term  was  equitable  assets,  and 
so,  therefore,  is  the  equity  of  redemption  in  this  case.     With 
reference  to  the  second,  there  are  a  great  many  cases  directly 
in  point  There  is  the  early  case  of  Lewin  y.Okeley,ihenSUk 
v.  Prime,  where  all  the  former  cases  were  fully  considered, 
and  Newton  v.  Bennett ;  all  which  have  been  recently  re- 
viewed and  recognized  as  law  by  the  present  Lord  Chancel- 
lor ((f),  in  Bailey  v.  Ekins,  and  Shiphardv.  Lutwidge.   Some 
of  the  old  cases  alluded  to  in  argument  have  certainly  de- 
cided that  the  proceeds  of  lands  devised  to  trustees  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  they  being  also  made  executors,  are  legal 
assets;  but  all  the  more  recent  authorities  are  decidedly 
the  other  way."  (e)     And  Hohoyd,  J.  said,  "  Whatever  may 

(a)  S  D.  &  R.  539;  T  B.  &  C.  (c)  .Ambler,  308. 

SOi.  (rf)  Lord  Eldon. 

(*)  3  P.  Wms.  341.  (€)  3  D.  &  11.  546. 
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have  been  decided  in  former  cases,  some  of  which  are  in 
Vernon,  it  has  been  since  completely  settled  that  a  devise 
to  trustees  (who  are  also  made  executors  of  the  will),  in  trust 
to  sell  for  the  payment  of  debts,  &d.  does  not  convert  the 
proceeds  into  legal,  but  renders  them  equitable,  assets. 
This  is  established  by  the  cases  which  have  been  alluded 
to  in  argument ;  Newton  v.  Bennett,  Silk  v.  Prime,  Lewin 
v.  Okeley,  Barton  v.  Boucher  and  Batson  v.  Lindegreen  [a]. 
It  is  fully  established,  therefore,  that  in  such  a  case  as  the 
present  the  assets  are  equitable,  and  not  legal" (6).  Now  that 
case,  in  principle,  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  present.  But, 
even  without  that  additional  authority,  I  should  have  beeo 
decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
other  cases  which  have  been  cited,  furnish  a  plain  and 
intelligible  rule,  that  where  lands  are  devised  to  executors 
to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  the 
money  arising  from  the  sale  is  to  be  deemed  equitable^  and 
not  legal,  assets.  In  this  case  the  executors  are  trustees  of 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  land ;  that  money, 
therefore^  constitutes  equitable,  and  not  legal,  assets,  and 
cannot  be  sued  for  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  As  to  the 
language  of  the  will,  it  is  only  necessary  to  observe  that  the 
testator  could  not  vary  the  legal  character  of  the  property, 
by  directing  that  it  should  be  deemed  part  of  his  personal 
estate. 

Bayley,  J.  concurred. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am   of  the  same    opinion.     The 
proper  remedy  for  this  legatee  is  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

Parke,  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  Prohibition. 
(o)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  94.  (6)  J  D.  &  R.  548. 
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1899. 

Tuck  v.  Tooke  and  Wright,  in  Error.  y^^s^-^^ 

lOOKE  and  Wright  sued  Tuck  in  the  Common  Pleas,  in  Where  a  corn- 
debt  CD  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  1000/.  to  the  °>"s|o"  f( 

^  ^  bankrupt  is- 

obligees,  in  trust  for  Mary.Juler.  Plea:  that  after  the  bond  soes,  under 

bad  become  absolute,  the  obligor  became  bankrupt,  stating  ^^^^^  of"the 

the  necessary  facts  to  support  the  commission,  and  alleging  creditors 

surrender  and  conformity ;  that  after  he  had  passed  his  last  ^^^  meetings, 

examination,  a  meeting  of  divers  of  the  creditors  was  called,  called  in  pur- 

.  ,  ,  suance  of  6 

upon  due  notice,  to  the  intent  that  such  creditors  should  Geo.  4,  cap. 

decide  upon  a  certain  oflFer  of  composition,  and  security  for  ^^»  »ect.^i33, 

such  composition ;  that  the  obligor  and  William  Fox  Juler  cept  a  compo- 

offered  to  the  creditors  assembled,  and  all  others,  a  com-  uplw  the^com- 

position  and  security  for  the  same,  to  wit,  six  shillings  in  mission  is  su- 

tbe  pound;  which  the  creditors  then  present  agreed  to  take;  creditor/not 

that  a  further  meeting  x)f  creditors  took  place  on  the  20th  Present  at  the 

.  .  .  meetings,  and 

of  June,  1826,  after  due  notice,  when  the  composition  and  not  acceding 

security  were  again  accepted  by  all  the  creditors  present;  composition, 

whereof  the  obligees  afterwards  had  notice;  whereupon  the  or  proving  his 
.     .  1    1        A  i-  1*  1  debtunderlhc 

commission  was  superseded.    Averment  of  readiness,  and  commission, 

tender  of  the  composition  and  security.     Replication :  that  ^*  "?'  barred 

-  •  1  i.    •  o»  '"8  action. 

tne  plaintitfs  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  present  at     a  plea,stat- 

the  meetings,  or  either  of  them,  and  had  not,  at  the  time  *?8.  'b^  ^^^ 
when  these  meetings  or  either  of  them  were  held,  proved  the  defend- 
any   debt  under  the  commission,    or   ever  accepted,   or  d^tore^aereed" 
agreed  to  accept,  such  offer  of  composition  and  security,  to  accept 
Rejoinder:  that  the  plaintiffs  did  accept  such  offer  of  com-  and  release 

position  and  security;  and  issue  thereon.  their  debts, 

.  that  several 

Sixth  plea:  that  before  the  execution  of  the  bond.  Tuck  creditors,  re- 
became  indebted  to  Mart/  Juler  and  to  other  persons,  and  ^^^^^^^j^  ^J^t 

ecuted  a  re- 
lease, and  -that  the  plaintiff  afterwards  obtained  and  accepted  the  bond  in  suit  for  the 
residue  of  the  plaintiff's  debt,  by  fraud  and  covin,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent, 
and  in  fraud  of  the  other  creditors,  is  tantamount  to  an  allegation,  not  of  iraud  and  covin 
generally,  but  of  fraud  and  covin  effected  by  the  particular  means  described  in  the  in- 
ducement; and  as  the  facts  stated  do  not  shew  any  stipulation  for  the  giving  of  the  bond 
contemporaneous  with  the  agreement  for  the  composition,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  after  an  issue  upon  the  fraud  and  covin  found  in  fa- 
vour of  the  defendant. 
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1899.  was  unable  to  pay;  that  in  consideration  that  certain  friends 
of  Tuck  had  agreed  to  furnish  the  means  of  paying  a  com- 
position,  it  was  agreed  between  Tuck^  Mary  Juler,  and  the 
other  creditors,  that  she  and  they  would  accept  a  composi* 
tion  and  execute  a  release ;  and  that  divers  creditors,  Gon« 
fiding  in  this  agreement,  accepted  the  composition,  and 
released  Tuck;  whereof  Mary  Juler  afterwards  had  notice. 
Averment,  that  the  bond  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  coviu, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  Mary 
Jukr,  obtained  the  same  of  Tuck,  to  secure  to  them,  in 
trust  as  aforesaid,  the  residue  of  the  said  debt,  with  in- 
terest, and  deducting  the  amount  of  the  composition, 
without  the  knowledge,  and  in  fraud,  of  the  other  creditors. 
Replication:  that  the  bond  was  obtained  fairly  and  ho- 
nestly, and  not  by  fraud  or  covin.  At  the  trial  before  Best, 
C.  J.,  the  jury  found  all  the  issues  for  the  obligees,  except 
that  on  the  replication  to  the  sixth  plea;  in  respect  of 
which  the  verdict  was,  that  the  bond  was  not  obtained 
fairly  and  honestly,  but  by  fraud  and  covin,  modo  et  (ormL 
Upon  argument,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  gave  judgment 
for  the  obligees  on  that  issue,  non  obstante  veredicto ;  and 
a  general  judgment  having  been  entered  for  them,  a  writ  of 
error  was  brought,  returnable  in  this  Court.  Errors  being 
assigned,  the  same  were  now  argued  by 

Kelly,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  matters  of  the  sixth 
plea  amount  to  a  fraud  in  law.  But  supposing  they  are 
not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  fraud  in  law,  the  particular 
facts  may  be  rejected,  because  the  material  allegation  in  the 
plea  is,  that  the  bond  was  given  in  fraud  of  the  creditors. 
The  substance  of  the  original  agreement  was,  that  the  cre«- 
ditors  were  to  receive  a  composition  and  release  the  de- 
fendant. Many  creditors  received  their  composition,  and 
executed  the  release.  The  defendant  goes  to  the  plaintiff, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  creditors,  pays  the  composi- 
tion, and  gives  a  bond  for  the  residue.  These  facts  con- 
stitute a  fraud  inlaw.  Upon  the  original  composition,  any 
security,  preference,  or  advantage,  would  be  a  violation  of 
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&e  agreement  upon  which  the  release  of  the  creditor  pro- 
ceeded.    One  of  the  earliest  cases  on  the  subject  is.  The 
EarlafChe^erfieldv.Jansen  {a)\  in  which  it  was  said,  that 
where  a  debtor  enters  into  an  agreement  with  a  particular 
creditor  for  a  composition  of  IQs.  6d.  in  the  pound,  pro- 
vided the  rest  of  the  creditors  agree,  and  this  creditor,  at  the 
same  time,  makes  a  private  clandestine  agreement  for  his 
whole  debt,  though  it  be  no  particular  fraud  to  the  debtor, 
yety  as  it  is  a  fraud  on  the  creditors  in  general,  who  entered 
into  the  agreement  on  a  supposition  that  the  composition 
would  be  equal  to  them  all,  the  Court  has  relieved.     But 
io  Cockshott  V.  Bennett  (b),  it  was  said  that  in  such  a  case 
there  was  do  difference  between  law  and  equity.     In  thai 
case  the  note  given  for  the  balance  of  the  debt  preceded  the 
execution  of  the  composition  deed.      Here  Maty  Juler 
does  not  execute  the  deed  at  all ;  and  at  the  time  shie  ob* 
tained  this  further  security  from  the  defendant,  she  retained 
all  her  powers,  except  so  far  as  she  was  bound  by  theagree** 
ment.     In  Wood  v.  Roberts  {c)  it  was  held,  that  if  one  cre^ 
ditor,  by  undertaking  to  discharge  his  debtor,  induce  ana* 
tber  creditor  to  discbarge  that  debtor  on  receiving  a  com* 
position  for  his  debt,  he  cantiot  afterwards  recover  from 
that  debtor.     Here  the  other  creditors  were  induced  to 
enter  into  the  composition.    This  is  mentioned,  because  it 
was  said  elsewhere  that  it  was  not  a  fraud  upon  all  the 
creditors.    If,  however,  any  one  of  the  creditors  was  de* 
frauded,  the  transaction  is  void,  I^ceUer  v.  Rose  (d).  Theat 
cases  most  not  turn  upon  nice  distinctions.    The  only 
question  is,  whether  fraud  has  been  committed  on  one  or 
more  creditors.      In   that  case  Lord  Eilenborougk  saya, 
**  from  the  first  mention  of  the  case  to  the  present  moment, 
I  have  never  entertained  a  particle  of  doubt  upon  it.    The 
question  is,  whether  any  legal  effect  can  be  given  to  an 
agreement  by  which  these  creditors,  the  plaintiffs,  are  to 

(fl)  1  Atk.  304.  <c)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  4!7. 

<h)  2T.  R.  763.  (d)  4  East,  372,  and  1  Smith,  4J. 
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have  a  better  security  for  the  same  sum  than  the  rest  of  the 
creditors,  after  having  entered  into  an  agreement  with  them, 
importing  that  the  same  satisfaction  was  to  be  made  to  all 
by  the  same  mode  of  payment."     Here  the  plaintiffs  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  ail  the  other  creditors.    The 
object  of  the  original  agreement  was  to  prevent  the  debtor 
from  entering  into  secret  arrangements  with  particular  cre- 
ditors.    Stress  has  been  laid  elsewhere  on  tbe  fact  of  the 
bond's  being  given  nearly  two  years  after  tbe  agreement. 
This  circumstance,  however,  appears  to  be   utterly  imma* 
terial  upon  any  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea. 
It  might  have  been  matter  to  be  considered  by  the  judge 
and  jury,  and  if  it  was  material,  it  was  no  doubt  so  left  to  the 
jury.     But  after  verdict  it  is  quite  immaterial.    The  time 
is  laid  under  a  videlicet;  and  the  allegation  in  the  plea  would 
have  been  supported  by  evidence  shewing  that  the  bond 
had  been  given  one  moment  after  the  agreement.    If  it  was 
a  necessary  circumstance  to  make  the  deed  fraudulent,  that 
the  composition  should  have  been  tendered,  the  Court  will 
now  presume  that  it  was  tendered.     After  this  finding,  all 
facts  necessary  to  constitute  fraud  will  be  presumed.    The 
special  facts  are  merely  stated  as  matter  of  inducement, 
and  are  not  traversable.    The  substance  of  tbe  issue  was, 
whether  the  bond  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  covin.    In 
Hills.  Montague  {a),  a  general  plea  of  usury  was  held  ill  on 
special  demurrer ;   but  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  '*  usuiy  is 
not  like  fraud  and  covin,  which  usually  consist  of  a  multt* 
plicity  of  circumstances,  and  therefore  it  might  be  incon- 
venient to  require  them  to  be  particularly  set  out."    There 
are  many  cases  in  which  pleas  in  the  most  general  terms 
are  allowed.     It  is  said  that,  in  this  plea,  the  facts  alleged 
are  the  only  fraud  relied  on,  without  saying  what  the  effects 
would  have  been  if  tbe.  plea  had  concluded,  **  and  so  the 
said  deed  is  void."    The  special  facts  are  here  introduced 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  further  character  to  the 
fraud.     They  shew  that  this  was  a  fraud  upon  creditors. 
(fl)  2  M.  &  S.  377. 


EASTER  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV.  397 

[Lord  Tenierden,  C.  J.  The  words  *'  as  aforesaid  and  not  189^. 
otherwise  howsoever/'  mean,  by  the  fraud  and  covin  men-? 
tioned  in  the  plea.]  That  means  by  a  fraud  upon  creditors. 
[Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  Without  the  inducement  the  plea 
would  not  be  good.]  In  a  note  to  Hancock  v.  Pr(nvd{a),  it 
is  said  that  these  words, "  that  defendant  defers  procuring  ac* 
knowledgment  of  satisfaction  with  the  intention  to  defraud 
are  the  material  part  of  the  replication.  And  it  seems  the 
payment  of  the  money  in  satisfaction  is  only  inducement, 
and  not  traversable.  And  the  defendant  is  bound  to 
traverse  the  fraud."  [Bayley,  J.  The  fact  of  the  payment 
of  money  in  satisfaction  was  admitted.]  The  case  from 
Sir  William  Jones,  there  cited,  is  stronger  (b).  By  6  Geo. 
4,c.  16,  s.  133,  nine-tenths  in  number  and  value  of  credi- 
tors may  accept  a  composition  which  shall  bind  the  rest. 
Though  there  are  no  express  words  to  extinguish  the  ori- 
ginal debt^yet,  as  the  statute  refers  to  the  bankrupt's  having 
passed  his  last  examination^  he  would  have  done  all  that 
was  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  a  certificate. 

Campbell,  contrsk,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.  J. — All  that  the  statute  enacts  is, 
that  if,  at  any  meeting  of  creditors,  after  the  bankrupt  shall 
have  passed  his  last  examination,  the  bankrupt,  or  his  friends, 
shall  make  an  offer  of  composition,  or  security  for  such 
composition,  which  nine  tenths,  in  number,  and  value,  assem- 
bled at  such  meeting  shall  agree  to  accept,  another  meeting 
for  the  purpose  of  deciding  upon  such  offer  shall  be  ap- 

(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  334,  (g),  judgment  was  kept  on  foot  by  co- 

(6)  In  Veale  v.  Gateidon,  W.  vin;'' for  every  creditor  cannot  have 

Jones,  99,  5  Resolution,  it  was  re-  knowledge  of  the   agreement  in 

solred,  that  although  the  plaintiff  in  particular.    Therefore  it  would  be 

bis  replication  has  alleged  a  parti-  hard  that  the  plaintiff  should  b^ 

cnlar  composition  and  satisfaction,  bound  by  a  traverse  thereof.  And 

by  payment  of  90/.,  yet  that  is  not  the  allegation   thereof  is  but  in- 

travereable,  but,  **  that,  notwith-  ducement,  which  is  not  travers- 

standing  the  said  composition,  the  able. 
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1099.  pointed.  And  if  st  such  second  meeting  nine-^tentks  in 
namber  and  value  of  the  creditors  then  present  shall  sbo 
agree  to  accept  such  offer,  the  Lord  Chancellor  shall  and 
may,  upon  such  acceptance  being  testified  by  them  in  writ- 
ing, supersede  the  said  commission*  This  brings  it  to  the 
first  point.  I  agree  to  the  proposition  that  we  are  not  to 
make  nice  and  subtle  propositions.  If  one  creditor  maai- 
^>  fest  to  another  creditor  that  he  means  to  concur  in  the 

composition  and  at  the  same  time  bargains  with  the  debtor 
for  some  further  advantage,  all  that  is  done  upon  it  is  void. 
In  this  case  I  do  not  see  any  secret  or  private  bargain  made 
by  the  plaintiff  or  by  any  person  on  his  behalf.  Upon  tbe  plea 
the  bond  in  question  appears  to  be  totally  distinct,  arising 
after  the  agreement.   The  principle  of  the  former  decisions 
does  not  warrant  our  holding  this  bond  to  be  void.    It  ib  far- 
ther said,  that  the  issue  is  taken  upon  the  general  allegation, 
and  that  we  ought  to  reject  the  introductory  matter  and  take 
only  tbe  allegation  of  fraud  and  covin.  This  is  not  reasonable. 
In  this  way  a  defendant  might  allege  in  his  plea,  that  tbe  in* 
strument  was  void  for  one  cause,  and  prove  that  it  was  void 
for  another.    He  was  bound  to  set  forth  matter  in  fact,  upon 
which  the  Court  would  adjudge  whether  it  amounted  to  a  de- 
fence in  point  of  law.    He  might  also  put  on  the  record  a 
general  allegation  that  the  bond  was  void  in  law.  The  plea 
ought  to  shew  what  the  fraud  is.     If  the  plaintiff  had  known 
that  the  defendant  was  entering  into  a  general  composition 
with  his  creditors,  and  before  she  had  bound  herself  she  had 
taken  advantage  of  the  defendant's  situation,  the  case  wooU 
have  been  very  diffefertt.    The  plea  is  vicious  ihrougbout. 
It  does  not  state  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant 
was  compounding  with  his  other  creditors,  or  that  the 
others  knew  that  the  defendant  was  compounding  with  the 
plaintiff.    Tbe  allegation  in  the  plea  would   be  true,   if 
each  creditor  negotiated  separately.     It  does  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  had  an  opportunity  of  receiving  the  com- 
position.    The  plea  does  not  shew  any  pressure,  or  that 
the  bond  was  obtained  at  her  instance.     It  may  have  bceB 
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given  perfectly   voluntarily^   and  becattse    tke  defeBchnt 
thought  the  plaintiff's  a  hard  case,  though  he  was  reteaaad 
from  any  legal  obligation.    What  ia  aSaCed  aa  fraad  does         'v! 
not  araoimt  to  fraud.  Tookb. 

Batlet,  J. — The  facts  stated  do  not  amount  to  fraud 
on  the  craditors.  It  must  be  intended  that  the  bond  was 
given  tubaequently  to  the  agreement.  If  it  bad  been  given 
shortly  after,  it  might  have  gone  to  the  jury  as  part  of  the 
agreement.  You  may  plead  fraud  and  covin  generaUy ;  bot 
here  the  particular  fraud  is  pointed  out  by  the  plea. 

LiTTLEDALE^  J. — ^The  allegation  as  to  the  time  at  virhich 
the  bond  was  given  it  not  material ;  but  unless  it  ¥^as  part 
of  the  agreement  that  such  bond  should  be  given,  no  fraud 
was  committed.  Here  it  must  be  taken  that  the  bond  was 
giteo  after  the  agreement,  and  as  it  is  not  alleged  that  it 
was  part  of  the  agreement  that  the  bond  should  be  gtvein 
the  plea  contains  no  allegation  of  that  which  amounts  to 
fraud. 

Parke^  J.-^The  defendant  here  was  bound  by  the  par*- 
ticular  fraud  on  which  he  had  chosen  to  rely.  It  doea  not 
appear  by  the  plea^  that  the  bond  was  not  wholly  uncon- 
nected with  the  agreement.  With  respect  to  the  question 
tmder  the  last  Bankrupt  Act,  it  does  not  appear  that  Mary 
Juler  had  proved  under  the  commiision,  or  was  present  at 
any  of  the  meetings  mentioned  in  the  fourth  plea ;  but  if  by 
the  133d  section  any  persons  can  be  bound  who  are  not 
present^  they  must  at  least  have  proved  under  the  commis- 
sion. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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^■^"^^^^^^  The  King  v.  Tizzard. 

The  common    INFORMATION,  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  for 

routili^js  ao-^    usurping  the  office  of  alder  man  of  the  borough  of  Weymouth. 

pointed  by  the  Plea :  that  King  Geo.  3,  by  charter,  bearing  date,  &c.  granted 

meuj  and     '    ^^^^  ^"  ^^^  borough  there  should  be  one  mayor,  an  indefinite 

bailiffs,  re-       number  of  aldermen,  two  bailiffs,  and  twentv-four  chief 
movRbleat  .  .  ,  "i        «•        r 

their  pleasure,  burgesses,  and  that  every  person  bavmg  served  the  office  of 

and  with  a  sa-  mgyQ^  should  become  an  alderman  for  life ;  and  that  de- 

their  pleasure;  fendant,  iu  1804,  was  duly  appointed  to,  and  served  the 

duty  to^attend  office  of,  mayor,  and  so  became  an  alderman.     Replication : 

the  corporate    that  by  the    said  charter  it  was  granted  that  the  mayor, 

take  minutes    aldermen,  bailiffs,  and  chief  burgesses  might  make  bye« 

of  the  pro-       laws;  and  that  they  should  have  a  recorder;  and  that  the 
ceedinjirs.  •'        ^  ^ 

The  office  of     mayor,  recorder,  and  bailiffs,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  of 

deA^That  whom  the  mayor  or  recorder  should  be  one,  should  hoW 

of  alderman      sessions;  and,  further,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs, 

ti'ble" and^th'e   burgesses, and  commonalty,  should  have,  within  the  borough, 

acceptance  of  one  discreet  and  fit  man,  who  should  be,  and  be  named,  the 
the  former  va-  ,     .       ^     .       .  .  ... 

Gates  the  lat-    common  clerk  of  the  borough,  to  coutmue  m  the  same 

^^^'  office  during  the  pleasure  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bai- 

liffs ;  that  afterwards,  and  after  defendant  became  an  alder* 
man,  the  office ofcommon  clerk  became  vacant,  and  defendant 
so  being  an  alderman,  was,  by  the  then  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
bailiffs,  nominated,  elected,  and  appointed,  for  the  common 
clerk  of  the  borough,  to  continue  in  the  same  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bailiffs;  that  defeod- 
ant  took  the  oaths,  and  became  and  was  common  clerk ; 
wherefore,  8cc,     There  were  two  other  replications   sub- 
stantially the  same,  and  a  fourth,  which,  after  stating  the 
appointment  of  defendant  to  the  office  of  common  clerk, 
and  his  acceptance  of  that  office,  alleged,  that  at  the  time 
when  defendant  was  so  elected,  and  took  upon  himself  the 
said  office,  a  yearly  salary  of  10/.  was  payable  and  paid  by 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs,  burgesses,  and  commonalty,  to 
the  common  clerk  for  the  time  being,  subject  to  be   in- 
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creased,  diminished^  or  withdrawn  altogether,  by  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  bailiffs,  at  their  pleasure ;  aud  that  the  offices 
of  alderman  and  common  clerk  being,  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  incompatible  with  each  other,  defendant  thereby 
dwo  and  there  resigned  and  vacated  his  office  of  alderman. 
The  fifth  replication  alleged,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
common  clerk  to  attend  and  be  present,  as  such  common 
clerk,  at  all  corporate  meetings  of  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
bailiffs,  burgeases,  and  commonalty,  and  under  their  inspec- 
tion and  direction,  to  draw  up  in  their  books  minutes  and 
entries  of  their  resolutions  and  proceedings;  and  then 
averred,  as  before,  that  the  offices  were  incompatible,  &c* 
Demurrer  to  the  replications,  and  joinder  in  demurrer* 

FoUett,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  relator  in  his 

replications  suggests  three  grounds  upon  which  it  will  be. 

contended  thmt  the  offices  of  alderman  and  common  clerk 

are  iBcompatifcle  with  each  other: — first,  that  the  aldermen 

vote  at  the  election  of  the  common  clerk ;  secondly,  that 

when  the  defendant  was  elected  common  clerk,  there  was  a 

salary  attached  to  the  office,  which  might   be  varied  in 

amount,  or  withdrawn,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  mayor,  alder* 

men, and  bailiffs  ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  common  clerk  must 

be  in  attendance  at  corporate  meetings,  and  take  minutes 

of  all  the  proceedings.     Now,  in  order  to  prove  that  the 

tiro  offices  are  incompatible  with  each  other,  it  must  be 

shewn,  first,  that  the  duties  to  be  performed  by  the  person 

holding  the  one  office,  are  inconsistent  with  the  duties  to  be 

performed  by  the  person  holding  the  other;  and,  secondly, 

that  those  duties  are  of  a  public  nature,  so  that  the  public 

will  sustain  an  injury  by  their  being  improperly  discharged. 

Unless  both  those  points  be  made  out,  this  Court  will  not 

interfere.     For  instance,  a  ministerial  and  a  judicial  office 

in  the  same  court  cannot  be  held  by  the  same  person ;  nor 

can  the  same  person  discharge  the  duties  of  expending 

public  money,  and  of  auditing  his  own  accounts.     But  it 

has  never  hitherto  been  decided  that  a  man  may  not  hold 
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1829.        two  offices  merely  because  by  virtue  of  the  one  he  has  a 
voice  in  the  election  to  the  other ;  nor  merely  because  in 
v,  the  one  capacity  he  may  have  a  voice  in  fixing  the  remune- 

Tjzzabd.  lotion  which  he  is  to  receive  in  the  other.  A  candidate 
may  vote  for  himself  at  an  election  of  members  of  paiUa- 
ment,  and  at  elections  to  most  parish  offices.  A  man  may 
present  himself  to  a  church.  In  this  case,  the  number  of 
aldermen  is  indefinite ;  consequently,  the  influence  of  one 
in  fixing  the  salary  of  the  common  clerk  would  be  fery 
trifling;  and  that;  is  not  a  public  duty.  No  objection  can 
arise  upon  the  ground  of  these  offices'  being,  one  of  them 
judicial,  and  the  other  ministerial,  because  the  aldermen 
are  not  magistrates ;  nor  can  there  be  any  reasonable  ob- 
jection to  one  member  of  the  body's  being  employed  to  take 
minutes  of  their  proceedings.  In  Com.  Dig. ''  Franchise,'' 
(F.  27),  upon  which  the  other  side  will  probably  rely,  it  is 
saidy  that  the  office  of  sworn  clerk  is  void,  if  he  be  made  an 
alderman  ;  and  Dyer,  332  b.  is  cited.  But  that  is  not  a 
principal  case^  but  a  very  brief  note  of  one  mentioned  in  the 
margin,  where  a  town  clerk  was  elected  alderman  with  a 
view  to  the  turning  him  out  of  the  former  place,  the  offices 
being  incompatible;  and  the  Court  of  King's  BeDch  re- 
stored him  to  it:  but  the  respective  duties  of  the  two 
offices  are  not  mentioned  (a).  Res  v.  Patemunib)  is  more 
analogous  to  the  present  case ;  but  there  the  accounts  of  the 
town  clerk  were  audited  by  the  aldermen,  and  they  were 

(a)  The  note  in  I>^  is,  tv9*^  aldennen,  who  are  judicial  officen, 
tuny  this:^<'  Boston,  being  town  the  offices  are  incompatible;  and 
clerk  of  B.,  was  elected  alderman,  the  appointment  to  the  former  of- 
fer the  purpose  of  putting  him  out  fice  is  equivalent  to  a  motion  by 
of  his  office,  because  ihey  were  in-  the  corporation  from  the  latter 
compatible  offices  in  one  person,  office.  And  if  the  person  so  ap- 
He  prayed  restitution  to  the  office  pointed  continue  to  exercise  the 
of  town  clerk,  and  it  was  grante<l/'  office  of  alderman,  the  Court  of 

(6)  S  T.  R.  777,    «  Where  the  King's  Bench  will  grant  an  infor- 

town  clerk's  accounts  are  allowed  mation  in  the   nature  of  a   quo 

by  the  aldeiinen,  or  where  a  town  warranto^  against  him/' 
clerk  acts  ministerially  under  the 
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judicial  officers,  and  the  town  clerk  acted  ministerially 
under  them :  and  there  Lord  Kenyan  said,  **  I  do  not 
think  that  the  offices  of  alderman  and  town  clerk  are 
ntctisarily  incompatible;  for  in  some  corporations/'  (as 
ID  the  present),  **  the  aldermen  are  not  judicial  officers." 
in  Milward  v.  Thatcher  (a),  of  the  two  offices  held  by 
the  same  person,  the  one  was  judicial,  and  the  other  mi- 
nisterial; and  upon  that  ground,  expressly,  the  offices  were 
decided  to  be  incompatible. 

Campbell,  with   whom  were   R.   Bayly  and  Barstoto, 
contri,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Tenter  DEN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  judg- 
ment must  be  given  for  the  crown  in  this  case.      The  fifth 
replication  shews  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  common  clerk 
to  attend  the  corporate  meetings,  and  to  take  minutes  of 
their  proceedings.     If  that  duty  be  not  discharged  faith- 
fully, he  may  be  removed  from  his  office  of  common  clerk, 
and  upon  that  question  he  would  have  a  vote  in  his  cha- 
racter of  alderman.     In  such  a  state  of  things  he  would  fill 
the  two  incompatible  situations   of  roaster   and  servant. 
That  replication,  therefore,  is  a  good  answer  to  the  defend- 
ant's plea.     Again,  the  fourth  replication  alleges  that  the 
common  clerk  has  a  yearly  salary,   subject  to  be  varied  in 
amount,  or  to  be  withdrawn  altogether,  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  mayor,  aldermen  and  bailiffs.     The  defendant,  as  an 
alderman,  would  have  to  vote  upon  that  question,  a  duty 
which  I  think  he  is   not  competent  properly  to  perform, 
lieing  at  the  same  time  the  party  to  receive   the  salary. 
^Tbat  replication,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  fifth,  is  a  good 
answer  to  the  plea. 

(«)  2  T.  R.  81.  "  A  jurat  of  are  incompatible,  and  the  accept- 
^  ^  corporation  of  Hastings  may  ance  of  the  latter,  though  an  in- 
^^e  elected  town  clerk  of  the  same      ferior  office,  will  vacate  the  for- 

irporation.     But  the  two  offices      mer/' 
D  D  2 
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Bayley,  J. — I  coDsider  the  two  offices  as  dearly  incom- 
patible, where  the  holder  cannot  in  every  instance,  without 
any  improper  bias  on  his  mind,  discharge  the  duties  of 
each.  Here,  upon  the  two  questions  of  amotion  and  salary, 
the  common  clerk  cannot,  for  tlie  reasons  mentioned  by  my 
lord,  be  competent  so  to  discharge  his  duty  as  an  alderman. 
His  acceptance  of  the  second  office,  therefore,  has  vacated 
the  first. 


LiTTLEDALB,  J.— I  entirely  concur,  for  the  reasons 
which  have  been  given.  I  must  also  add,  that  I  entertain 
great  doubts  whether  the  holding  of  two  offices  by  the 
same  person  is  ever  contemplated  in  the  charters  granted  to 
corporations. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown  (a), 
(a)  Parke,  J.,  was  gone  to  chambers. 


By  charter 
panted  to  the 
College  of 
Physicians, 
confirmed  by 


The  President  and  College  or  Commonalty  of  the  Faculty 
of  Physic  in  London  v.  Harrison. 

Debt  for  penalties.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration 
stated,  that  whereas  Henry  8,  by  letters-patent  of  23i 
September,  in  the  10th  year  of  his  reign,  did,  inter  alia, 
statute,  no  one  grant  to  certain  persons  therein  named,  that  they  should 
physic  withtn  ^^  ^  ^^^y  *"**  commonalty,  or  a  perpetual  college,  and  that 
the  city  of  they  might  sue  by  the  name  of  the  President  and  College 
London,  or  7---  ,         ^.»^,         ^n,..Ti  j 

miles  round,      <>>'  Commonalty  of  the  Faculty  of  Physic  in  London;  and 

b"^Sl  co!"**^^  that  no  one  should  exercise  the  said  faculty  in  the  said  city, 

under  a  penal-  or  within  seven  miles  round  the  same,  unless  he  was  ad- 

«very  month      °"^*€^  thereto  by  the  president  and  commonalty,  or  their 

hesoprac-        successors,  by   the  letters  of  the    president   and  college, 

BuedVorbythe  ^^^^^^  ^'>lh  their  common  seal,  under  the  penalty  of  3/. 

^f ^fT'i?*^"     ^^^  every  month  he  should  exercise  the  same  faculty  without 

the  king  and  half  to  the  coUeee.  The  penalty  is  a  debt  vested  in  the  college,  the  with- 
holding of  which  is  an  injury  for  which  aamages  may  be  recovered;  entitling  the  college 
to  receive  costs  if  they  succeed,  and  rendering  them  liable  to  pay  costs,  un&r  4  Jat<  1> 
c.  3,  s.  2,  where  they  fail. 
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being  so  admitted  ;  one  moiety  to  be  applied  to  the  Icings 
tod  the  other  moiety  to  the  president  and  college.     Aver-     CoUcgeof 
mcDti  that  the  letters-patent  were  accepted^  and  that  they     Phjrsicians 
were  afterwards  ratified  by  act  of  parliament.     Neverthe*     XUnnisoN, 
less  the  defendant,  who  is  not,  nor  at  any  time  has  been 
admitted  by  any  letters  of  the  president  and  college  or 
commonalty  to  exercise  the  faculty  of  physic  in  the  city  of 
London,  or  within  seven  miles  of  the  same,  not  regarding 
the  statute  and  letters-patent,  nor  the  penalty  therein  con- 
tained, on  &c.»  and  for  three  months  then  next  following^' 
did  exercise  the  faculty  of  physic  within  seven  miles  of  the 
aty  of  London,  contrary  to  the  statute  and  letters-patent, 
by  ^hich  an  action  has  accrued  as  well  to  our  lord  the  now 
king,  as  to  the  president  and  college  or  commonalty,  to 
demand  and  have  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  15/.,  being 
5/.  for  each  month  during  which  he  practised  as  aforesaid. 
Second  count,   that  the  defendant,  who  is  not  nor  at  any 
time  has  been  admitted  by  any  letters- patent  of  the  presi- 
dent and  college  or  commonalty  to  exercise  the  faculty  of 
pbjsic  in  the  city  of  London,  or  within  seven  miles  of  the 
same,  not  regarding  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, nor  the  letters-patent,  after  the  making  of  the  statute, 
and  before  the  exhibiting  of  this  bill,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and 
for  six  months  between  that  day  and  the  exhibiting  this  bill, 
did  exercise  the  faculty  of  physic  within  seven  miles  of  the 
city  of  London,  by  which  an  action  has  accrued  as  well  to 
our  lord  the  king  as  to  the  president  and  college  or  com- 
monalty, to  demand  and  have  of  defendant  30/.,  being  5/. 
for  each  month  during  which  he  practised  as  last  aforesaid  : 
Yet  the  defendant,  although  requested,  hath  not  rendered 
the  said  sum  of  45/.  above  demanded,  to  our  lord  the  king 
and  to  the  president  and  college  or  commonalty,  who  sue 
as  aforesaid,  or  to  either  of  them,  but  to  render  the  same  to 
our  lord  the  king  and  the  said  president  and  college  or 
commonalty,  or  to  either  of  them,  hath  hitherto  altogether 
refused,  and  still  doth  refuse.     And  therefore,  as  well  for 
our  said  lord  the  king  as  for  themselves  in  this  behalf,  the 
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1899.        said    president  and  college  or  commonalty  bring   their 

C  Wese  of     ^^^^*  ^'     ^^^^>  °^'  debet^  and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial 

Physicians     before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  adjourned  Middlesex 

HARRisoir.     sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1827,  the  jury  found  a  verdict 

for  the  defendant. 

The  Master,  upon  consideration,  and  having  read  the 
opinions  of  learned  persons  upon  the  point,  which  opinions 
had  been  taken  by  the  respective  parties,  thought  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  his  costs,  and  allowed  them 
accordingly  on  taxation.  A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards  ob- 
tained for  the  Master  to  review  his  taxation,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  College  of  Physicians,  not  being  parties 
aggrieved,  could  not  have  recovered  costs  if  they  had  suc- 
ceeded, and  consequently  that  the  defendant,  having  suc- 
ceeded, was  not  entitled  to  costs. 

Campbell  and  Armstrong  shewed  cause.     It  is  enacted 
by  the  statute  7  James  1,  c.  3,  s.  2,  that  if  any  person  shall 
commence  any  action  wherein  the  plaintiff  might  have  costs 
if  judgment  should  be  given  for  him,  and  the  plaintiff  be 
nonsuited,  or  the  verdict  pass  against  the  plaintiff,    the 
defendant  in  every  such  action  shall  have  judgment    to 
recover  his  costs  against  the  plaintiff.    The  question,  there- 
fore, is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  would  have  been 
entitled  to  costs  if  they  had  obtained  a  verdict,  because  if 
they  would,  it  follows  necessarily  that  the  defendant  is 
entitled   to  costs,  the  verdict  having  been  found  ia  his 
favour.      Now  these  plaintiffs  clearly  would   have   been 
entitled  to  costs  if  they  bad  obtained  a  verdict,  because  it 
is  an  established  rule,  acted  upon  in  many  decided  cases, 
that  in  an  action  of  debt,  by  a  party  aggrieved,  upon  a 
statute,  for  a  fixed  penalty,  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  not 
only  the  penalty,  but  also  his  costs  of  suit,  although  the 
statute  does  not  expressly  give  costs;  and  for  this  reason, 
that' the  penalty  is  a  debt  vested  in  the  party  aggrieved   as 
soon  as  the  offence  prohibited  by  the  statute  is  committed, 
and  the  action  brought  by  him  for  that  penalty  is  like  the 
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common  action  upon  a  bond  brought  for  a  debt  previously 
due.  Now,  in  the  latter  case>  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  debt»  and  conse- 
quently he  is  also  entitled  to  recover  costs  under  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Statute  of  Gloucester  (a),  Northyf.Wif9gate{b), 
Corporation  of  Pij/moHlh  v.  Collings{c),  Company  of  Cutlers 
in  Yorkshire  v.  RusHh  (d),  Ward  v.  Sfiell  {e),  and  Tyte  v. 
Glodeif).  -And  the  rule  holds  good  where  the  penalty  is 
given  to  the  party  aggrieved  by  an  act  subsequent  to  the 
Statute  of  Gloucester,  and  where  a  moiety  of  it  is  given  to 
the  crown;  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  Plymouth  v.  Wer- 
ring  (g).  But,  it  will  be  said,  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case 
were  not  parties  aggrieved,  and  therefore  do  not  come 
within  the  operation  of  the  rule.  But  they  clearly  were 
parties  aggrieved.  The  moment  the  defendant  had  corn- 
mitted  the  offence  prohibited  by  the  statute,  the  penalty 
became  veated  in  the  plaintiffs,  as  a  debt  then  due ;  and 
the  wrongful  detention  of  that  debt,  after  demand,  was  a 
grievance  to  them.  The  wrongful  detention  of  any  debt 
after  demand,  however  it  arise,  whether  by  statute  or  upon 
contract,  is  a  grievance  to  the  person  claiming  it.  If  it 
should  be  urged  that  the  public  are  the  parties  aggrieved, 
and  not  the  plaintiffs,  still  the  plaintiffs  represent  the 
public,  and  are  the  only  persons  authorised  to  sue;  or  it 
may  be  fairly  answered,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  privilege 
beneficial  to  themselves,  the  infringement  of  which  renders 


407 

1829. 

College  of 
Physicians 

'  V. 

Harrison. 


(a)  6  £db.  1,  c.  1,  which  eimcts, 
sect  2,  that  the  demandant  may 
recover  against  the  tenant  the  costs 
of  his  writ  purchased,  together 
with  the  damages  abovesaid.  And 
tAit  ad  shall  hold  place  in  all  cases 
what  the  party  i$  to  recover  da- 
«^. 

(6)  Cro.  Car.  559. 

(0  Carth.  «S0. 

id)  Skinner,  363. 

(e)  1  H.  Bl.  10. 

(/)  7  T.  R.  367. 


(g)  Willes,  440.  In  2><«  v. 
Glofle,  7  T.  R.  267,  which  was  an 
action  against  a  sheriff,  under  the 
29  Elizabeth,  c.  4,  for  extortion, 
it  was  laid  down  generally,  that 
where,  by  any  statute  passed  since 
the  Statute  of  Gloucester,  an  ac- 
tion is  given  to  the  party  aggrieved, 
he  is  entitled  to  costs,  though  he 
had  no  remedy  prior  to  the  passing 
of  such  stntitte.  And  see  Cress- 
well  V.  Hoghton,  6  T.  R.  355,  to 
the  same  effect. 
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them  partieb  aggrieved,  and  gives  them  a  right  of  action. 
Besides,  the  construction  put  upon  this  statute  by  the  col- 
lege themselves  on  former  occasions,  shews  that  thej  con- 
sidered themselves  entitled  to  costs;  for  in  a  book  pub- 
lished by  Dr.  Goodall  in  the  year  1684^  under  the  autho- 
rity of  the  college,  it  is  stated,  that  in  actions  brought  by 
the  college  against  Dr.  Bonhdm,  Dr.  Gardiner,  and  Dr. 
Harden,  they  recovered  costs. 

Scarlett  and  Brougham^  contrd.  The  plaintiffs  were  not 
parties  aggrieved,  nor  did  they  sue  in  that  character.  The 
crown  and  the  legislature,  when  they  required  all  persons 
practising  physic  in  London  and  its  environs  to  be  licensed 
by  the  College  of  Physicians,  had  the  interests  of  the 
public,  not  those  of  the  college,  in  view;  their  sole  object 
being  to  secure  to  the  public  respectable  and  skilful  prac- 
titioners. The  public,  therefore,  and  not  the  college,  are 
the  parties  aggrieved  when  any  unlicensed  person  practises 
within  the  prescribed  limits.  The  president  and  college 
are  only  empowered  to  put  the  law  in  force  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  public;  they  are,  in  a  word,  mere  trustees  for 
the  public.  The  damage  consequent  upon  the  violation  of 
the  law,  is  done  to  the  public,  not  to  the  college;  the 
penalty  is  imposed  for  the  protection  of  the  public,  not  of 
the  college :  and  it  follows  that  the  college  sue,  not  as  the 
parties  aggrieved,  but  as  trustees  for  the  public,  who  are 
the  parties  aggrieved. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — The  question  in  this  case 
was,  whether  the  plaintiffs,  having  failed  in  their  action, 
were  liable  to  pay  the  defendant's  costs.  It  was  very  pro- 
perly conceded  in  the  argument,  that  if  the  plaintiffs  would 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  costs  in  the  event  of  their 
obtaining  a  verdict,  the  defendant,  who  did  in  fact  obtain 
a  verdict,  is  entitled,  under  the  statute  4  James  1,  c.  3,  s.^, 
to  be  paid  his  costs :  and  wc  are  of  opinion,  that  in  a  case 
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like  this,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  entitled  to  costs  if 
they  bad  succeeded,  and  therefore  that  they  are  liable  to 
pay  costs,  having  failed.     Our  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 
would  have  been  entitled  to  costs  if  they  had  succeeded,  is 
founded  upon  this,  namely,  that  where  a  right  is  vested  in 
a  particular  individual  or  corporation,  the  withholding  of 
that  right,  and  thereby  coynpelling  the  party  to  enforce  it 
by  an  action,  is  in  point  of  law  an  injury  for  which  damages 
may  be  recovered ;  and  if  damages  may  be  recovered,  then 
costs  will  follow.     That  is  the  foundation  of  our  opinion 
upon  the  present  occasion,  and  that  opinion  is  warranted 
by  several  cases  which  have  been  decided  upon  this  subject. 
The  case  of  The  Company  of  Cutlers  in  Yorkshire  v.  Ruslin  (a) 
is  one.     That  was  an  action  upon  a  private  act  of  parlia- 
ment, for  a  penalty  imposed  by  that  act,  for  retaining  an 
apprentice  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act.     It  was 
held  by  HoU,  C.  J.,  and  the  whole  Court,  that  "  where  a 
statute  .gives  a  penalty  to  the  party  grieved,  to  be  recovered 
by  action,  bill,  plaint,  &c. ;  this  being  a  duty  to  the  party, 
vested  before  the  action  brought,  he  shall  have  costs  against 
the  defendant,  because  he  is  put  by  the  defendant  to  the 
cost  and  trouble  of  a  suit;  but  in  a  qui  tam  or  other  popular 
action,  where  the  duty  is  not  vested  till  the  suit  or  infor- 
mation brought,  there  his  interest  commencing  by  the  suit, 
and  not  being  a  duty  vested  before,  he  shall  not  have  costs 
against  the  defendant."     There  are  two  other  cases  which 
appear  to  have  proceeded  upon  the  same  principle,  and  to 
establish  it.     The  first  in  order  of  time  is  that  of  North  v. 
Wingate{b)»    That  was  "  error  of  a  judgment  in  debt  upon 
the  statute  of  1  8c  2  Phil.  ^T  Mar.  for  taking  tenpence  for  a 
distress,  where  by  the  statute  fourpence  only  should  be 
taken,  unless  in  places  where  it  is  otherwise  accustomed, 
under  a  penalty  of  5l,     The  defendant  pleaded  nil  debet, 
and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  51,  penalty,  and  assessed 
damages  twopence,  and  costs  535. 4(/. ;  and  the  Court  in- 
creased the.costs  to  7L,  and  judgment  was  given  that  the 

(a)  Skinner,  363.  (6)  Cro.  Car.  559. 
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plaintilBr  should  have  writ  for  the  said  5/.j  and  the  said 
damages  and  costs.     It  was  assigned  for  error  that  no 
damages  or  costs  ought  to  be  given,  because  it  was  a  penal 
statute^  and  a  penalty  being  given  by  the  statute,  the  plain* 
tiff  ought  not  to  have  any  costs  or  damages,  but  the  penalty 
only.     But  all  the  Court  resolved  that  the  judgment  was 
good  and  ought  to  be  affirmed ;  for  where  a  statute  gives  a 
penalty  certain,  and  an  action  of  debt,  then  if  the  defend* 
ant  does  not  pay  it  upon  demand,  but  enforces  the  party  to 
a  suit,  and  he  recovers  by  action  of  debt,  ex  consequently 
he  shall  recover  his  damages,  because  he  did  not  pay  the 
duty  due  by  the  statute  upon  demand;  and  he  shall  also 
recover  costs,   for  otherwise  he  should  be  at  a  loss  to 
expend  more  than  he  recovers,  which  the  statute  never 
intended."     It  is  to  be  observed  of  the*  present  case,  that 
the  penalty  is  given  to  a  particular  corporation,   which 
distinguishes  this  from  the  case  where  a  penalty  is  given  to 
a  common  informer,  who  has  no  right  vested  in  him  till  he 
brings  the  offence  home  to  the  defendant.     The  remaining 
case  is  that  of  The  Mayor  and  Commonalty  ofPiymouik  v. 
Werringia).    That  was  an  action  of  debt  for  a  penalty 
brought  by  the  corporation  on  a  private  act  of  parliament, 
made  27  Elizabeth^  c.  20.    The  plaintiffs  sued  as  well  for 
the  king  as  for  themselves,  for  the  penalty  of  fiO/.  given, 
half  to  them  and  half  to  the  king,  by  that  statute.    The 
defendant  pleaded  nil  debet,  add  the  plaintiffs  were  non-* 
suited  at  the  assizes.     The  question  was,  whether  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  costs.    AM  the  authorities  were 
there  considered,  and  the  Court  decided,  that  "  where  a 
penalty  is  given  by  a  statute  (even  subsequent  to  the  Sta- 
tute of  Gloucester)  to  the  party  grieved,  he  is  entitled  to 
costs  if  he  succeed;  and  if  he  be  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  pass 
against  him,  he  is  liable  to  pay  costs  to  the  defendant, 
either  under  the  23  Henry  8,  c.  15,  or  the  4  James  1,  c.  3, 
which  gives  costs  to  the  defendant  in  all  cases  where  tbe 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs  if  he  succeed/'     The  ground 

(fl)  Willes,  440. 
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upon  which  the  present  action  proceeded  was,  that  the 
plaintiiFs  had  sustained  an  injuty  in  consequence  of  the 
defendant  not  having  paid  them  a  sum  of  money  which  had 
accrued  due  to  them,  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  having 
practised  as  a  physician  without  their  licence  within  cer- 
tain limits.  The  withholding  of  that  debt  by  the  defendant, 
and  his  compelling  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  for  it,  was  an  injury 
for  which  damages  were  recoverable;  and  if  so,  costs  would 
follow  as  a  matter  of  course.  Upon  the  principle  laid 
down  in  the  cases  I  have  referred  to,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiffs,  had  they  succeeded  in  the  action,  would 
have  be^n  entitled  to  receive  costs^  and  that  having  failed, 
as  a  necessary  consequence,  they  are  liable  to  pay  costs. 
The  result  is,  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 
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Rule  discharged. 


Rothschild  v.  Hennings,  in  Error. 

Assumpsit  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  laid  out  and  a  party  who 

expended,   money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  P*y*  f  deposit 
■^  '  "^  .  .  to  a  loan  con- 

stated.    Plea,  non  assumpsit.     At  the  trial  before  J3f#r-  tractor  upon 

rough,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  Michaelmas  term,  enS^hfrn^' 

1823,  a  special  verdict  was  found,  which  stated  that  Roth"  to  a  certain 

scMld,  the  defendant  below  and  plaintiff  in  error,  oil  the  Kanonpay-^ 

14th  October,  1822,  made  and  signed  six  receipts,  which  mentofthe 

.  .  subsequent  in- 

are  set  out  in  the  verdict,  one  of  which  was  in  the  following  stalments,  re- 
form:— ceivesafull 

equivalent  for 
"  Neapolitan  Loan,  by  N.  M,  Rothschild,  contracted  by  the  deposit  in 

C.M.de  Rothschild.  ar^S'" 

Neapolitan  five  per  cent,  certificates.  No.  433,  with  in-  holderofstock; 
^  .      ,       ¥    1      .^..^  and  if  he  omit 

terest  from  the  1st  July,  1822.  to  pj^^  g„c)^ 

Received    one  hundred  and   ihirty-seven   pounds,   four  instalments  at 
,  ..i-  ,      .   ,  .    •  .the  stipulated 

sojllings,  and  eight-pence,  being  ten  per  cent,  on  ducats  periods,  he 

5OO,  Neapolitan  R€Tite{a).     On  payment  of  the  balance  on  ^^^"^'^^^3 

(a)  i.  c.  annuity  of  500  ducats.  require  the 

contractor  to  accept  the  instalments  with  interest,  or  return  the  deposit. 
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or  before  the  ist  of  February,  18£S,  with  four  per  cent. 
Rothschild   '"^^"^'^  thereon  from  the  15th  October,  1822,  the  bearer 
V.           will  be  entitled  to  certificates  for  that  amount  of  stock,  with 
interest  coupons  {a ),  from  the  1  st  J  uly,  1 822. 
Ducats  500,  rente,  at  80  per  cent.  (6);  exchange,  fr.  4.40, 
per  ducat,  and  fr.  25.65,   per<£8t«(c).    £1372    6    5 
10  per  cent,  deposit 137    4    8 


Hen  KINGS. 


Balance,  to  pay  the  1st  of  February,  1823,  with 

4percent  interestfrom  15th  October,  1822,£  1235     1    9 


£nt<>.  C.  H.  Thiel,  London,  14th  October,  1822. 

J.  S.  Thompson,  N.  M.  Rothschild:' 

The  verdict  then  set  out  five  other  scrip  receipts  in  the 
same  form,  viz.  No.  434,  for  rente  500  ducats;  No.  554,  for 
rente  1000 ducats;  No.650, for  re/i^e  1000 ducats;  No. 651, 
for  rente  1000  ducats;  and  No.  972,  for  rente  500  ducats. 

Upon  obtaining  these  receipts,  one  Lowe,  on  the  14tb 
of  October,  1822,  paid  to  Rothschild  the  sum  expressed 
therein,  being  1235/.  Is.  9d.  On  the  2d  December,  i822, 
Hemtings,  the  plaintiff  below  aud  defendant  in  error,  became 
possessed  of  these  receipts  for  a  valuable  consideration. 
On  the  14th  January,  1823,  the  following  advertisement 
was  inserted  by  Rothschild,  in  the  Times  newspaper : — 
"  Neapolitan  Loan  of  1822. 

Mr.  N.  M.  Rothschild  begs  to  notify  to  the  holders  of 
the  deposit  receipts  of  this  loan,  that  the  parties  may  either 
pay  them  in  full  on  the  1st  of  February  next,  according  to 
agreement,  or  that  this  period  may  be  extended,  at  their 
option,  on  condition  of  a  further  payment  of  10/.  percent, 
on  the  stock  being  made  on  the  1st  of  February  next,  with 
the  interest  due  on  the  receipt  up  to  that  day;  10/.  per  cent, 
on  ditto  on  the  1st  of  March  next;  20/.  per  cent,  on  ditto 
on  the  15tli  of  April  next;  10/.  per  cent,  on  ditto  on  the 

(fl)  Dividend  warrants.  (c)  This  circuitous  mode  of  ex- 

(6)  Meaning,  it  is  presumed,  16  pressing  the  value  of  Neapolitan. 

years  purchase,  though  no  capital  currency  will  bring  thedacatto  be- 

is  mentioned  to  which  the  80  per  tween  3$,  5di  and  39.  5kd,  sterling. 

cent,  can  be  referred. 


Rothschild 
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15th  of  May  next;  and  the  remainder  on  the  15th  of  July         18^9. 
next,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  from  the  1st 
of  February,  payable  as  these  amounts  become  due.     At  v. 

the  lime  the  foregoing  payments  are  made,  the  parties  will     "^^^''^^o*- 
be  allowed  to  receive  bonds  equivalent  to  the  amount,  paid, 
or  as  nearly  so  as  the  case  will  admit.     Those  persons  who 
intend  availing  themselves  of  the  extension  here  granted, 
are  desired  to  leave   their  receipts  at    Mr.    Rothschild^ % 
counting-house  any  day  between  the  20th  and  25th  instant, 
in  order  that  the  same  may  be  duly  marked  and  other  re- 
ceipts prepared  for  delivery  on  the  1st  of  February. 
New  Court,  London,  1 1th  January,  1823." 
On  the  21  St  January,  1823,  the  following  note  Wfis  aent 
by  Hfinnings  to  Rothschild.  . 

"  I  beg  leave  to  hand  you  enclosed  six  10  per  cent,  cer- 
tificates of  the  Neapolitan  loan,  amounting  as  per  specifica- 
tion at  foot  to  4500  ducats  rentes,  on  the  capital  of  which 
I2,S50/.  175.  (id.  I  wish  to  avail  myself  of  your  offer  to 
pay  on  the  Ist  of  February,  10  per  cent.  only.  And  I  re* 
quest,  therefore,  that  you  will  have  the  goodness  to  cause 
the  certificates  to  be  prepared  to  that  effect." 

The  receipts  were  accordingly  marked  by  Rothschild, 
"  4500  ducats,  per  C.  F.  Hennings.*'  The  following  adver- 
tisement was  inserted  by  Rothschild  in  the  Times  news- 
paper of  24th  January,  1 823. 

"  Neapolitan  Loan  of  1822. 
At  the  request  of  several  of  the  holders  of  the  Neapolitan 
Scrip  receipts,  a  further  extension  for  the  payment  of  the 
balances  will   be  granted  by  Mr.   N.  M,  Rothschild,  as 
follows,  viz. : — 

5  per  cent,  to  be  paid  on  the  1  st  February  next,  with  the 
interest  due  on  the  receipts  up  to  that  day. 
5  per  cent,  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  March  next,^ 

10  do .     I5th  April  l^t^Tlf 

10  do 15th  May  I  4  per  cent. 

,^  .    T  >fromlstFeb. 

10  do.         15th  June  Ipayablcas 

JO  do 15th  July  I  these  amounts 

■^  J  become  due. 

And  the  balance     .     .     .     15th  August        -^ 
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The  parties  who  intend  availing  themselves  of  this  ar- 
RoTuscuiLD    rangement,  will  leave  their  receipts  at  Mr.  Rothschild's 

V-  counting-house,  as  pointed  out  in  his  advertisement  of  the 

Hehnings 

1 1  th  instant,  in  order  that  new  scrip  receipts  of  correspond* 

ing  amounts  may  be  prepared  for  delivery  on  the  Ist  Fe* 

bruary  next. 

New  Court,  London,  23rd  January,  1823." 

And  the  following  was  inserted  in  the  Times  of  5th  Fe> 
bruary,  1823. 

''  Neapolitan  Loan  of  1822. 
Many  of  the  holders  of  Neapolitan  deposit  receipts 
having  failed  to  comply  with  the  tenor  of  those  engage- 
ments, by  which  the  parties  were  required  to  pay  the 
balances  thereof  on  the  1st  February,  1823,  with  the 
interest  accruing  up  to  that  day,  and  not  having  availed 
themselves  of  the  terms  proposed  for  their  accommodation 
in  the  advertisements  of  the  11th  and  23rd  January  last, 
public  notice  is  given  by  Mr.  N.  3f.  Rothschild,  that  such 
receipts  are  void,  that  the  deposit  money  is  forfeited,  and 
that  all  obligation  has  ceased  on  his  part  to  deliver  certi- 
ficates at  a  future  period.  Being  desirous,  however,  that 
no  individual  should  suffer  unknowingly  on  this  occasion, 
Mr.  Rothschild  hereby  notifies,  that  he  will  grant  to  the 
holders  of  his  receipts  an  indulgence  of  one  week  from 
this  date,  either  to  pay  the  balances  due  by  them  on  the 
Ist  instant,  or  to  take  the  further  deposits  called  for  by  the 
advertisements  of  the  1 1th  and  23rd  January  last. 

New  Court,  5th  February,  1823." 

The  following  advertisement  appeared  in  the  Times 
newspaper  of  Uth  February,  1823. 

''  Neapolitan  Loan  of  1822. 

Referring  to  the  several  advertisements  of  the  11th  and 
23rd  of  January  last,  and  5th  February  instant,  which  have 
appeared  in  the  public  papers,  giving  an  extension  of  time 
for  payment  of  the  balance  due  upon  scrip  receipts  for  the 
Neapolitan  loan,  Mr.  N.  M.  Rothschild  informs  the  holders 
of  scrip  receipts,  that  the  loan  contracted  for  has  heen  paid. 
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and  the  stock  certificates  are  ready  for  delivery;  and  he  begs         ^^^^- 
that  those  who  have  not  accepted  the  terms  of  extension  of   Rothschild 
payment  will  take  notice,  that,  unless  the  terms  be  accepted,     ,,     ^■ 
or  the  balances  and  interest  thereon  be  paid  on  or  before 
the  20th  day  of  February  instant,  he  will  consider  that  such 
holders  of  scrip  receipts  do  not  intend  to  complete  their 
contracts,  and  will  not  hereafter  claim  the  certificates.   Mr, 
N.  Si.  Rothschild  will,  therefore,  after  the  120th  February 
instanti  dispose  of  or  keep  the  certificates,  and  put  the  pro- 
ceeds or  value  of  them  to  the  credit  of  the  holders  on  ac- 
count of  the  balances  and  interest  due,  and  bold  them 
answerable  to  him  for  any  loss  or  deficiency." 

On  the  11th  March,  18^3,  W.  H.  Green,  as  attorney  fot 
Rothschild,  addressed  the  following  letter  to  Hewnings. 

"  I  am  desired  by  Mr.  N.  M.  Rothschild  to  express  to 
you  his  surprise  that  you  have  not  yet  made  the  further 
payments  on  the  Neapolitan  scrip  engagements,  specified  in 
your  letter  of  the  2  Ist  January  last,  having  there  stated  that 
you  should  avail  yourself  of  the  terms  of  his  oifer.  Wiih 
every  desire  to  avoid  the  adoption  of  measures  which  might 
be  unpleasant  to  you,  he  cannot  suffer  a  matter  of  this  con- 
sequence to  remain  unsettled,  and  my  instructions  are  to 
commence  proceedings  against  you  forthwith,  if  these  pay* 
ments  be  not  immediately  made." 

On  the  14tfa  May  following,  Hennings  tendered  to  Roths" 
clnld  1 1^75/.,  being  the  amount  of  the  instalments  at  5  per 
cent,  interest,  which  Rothschild  declined  accepting,  saying, 
that  Heunings  was  too  late.  On  the  Srd  June,  Hennings 
wrote  to  Rothschild  as  follows : — 

*'  I  beg  leave  to  say,  1  again  offer  to  pay  you  the  balance 
with  interest  up  to  the  present  time,  remaining  due  upon 
the  scrip  receipts  4500  ducats  Neapolitan  rentes,  upon 
having  the  stock  certificates  with  interest  coupons  belong- 
ing thereto  delivered  to  me ;  and  if  you  continue  to  refuse 
to  deliver  the  said  stock  certificates,  I  require  an  immediate 
return  of  the  deposit  money  received  by  you  upon  those 
scrip  receipts,  with  interest  thereon,  and  if  you  decline* 
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1899.         iq  |]q  eitlier,  which,  on  consideration  (especitlly  as  rojclaioi 
BiOTHscHiLD    ^^^"ds  on  different  grounds  from  those  of  other  holders  of 

V-  Neapolitan  scrip)  I  trust  will  not  be  the  case,  I  shall  be 

HcNNiMGs.         ,        ■  .        _ 

under  the  necessity  of  commencmg  an  action  against  you 

to  recover  the  same." 

RothschMd  refused  to  comply  with  these  requests,  Nea- 
politan scrip  began  to  fall  on  the  ist  February,  1823iaad 
continued  to  fall  until  the  latter  end  of  April,  and  fell  to  67; 
but  in  the  beginning  of  May,  the  scrip  rose  above  B  per 
cent,  from  its  lowest  price  (a). 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  after  argument,  gave 
judgment  in  favor  of  Hennings^  the  plaintiff  below,  and  de- 
fendant in  error ;  and  a  writ  of  error  being  brought,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  assigned  the  following  errors : — 

That  the  judgment  ought  to  have  been  given  for  him,  be- 
cause it  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  received  any  money 
whatsoever  of  or  belonging  to  HtnningSt  so  that  no  action 
for  money  had  and  received  could  be  maintained  by Hemingt 
against  Eothschild;  and  also  because  the  original  contract 
in  the  special  verdict  mentioned,  was  made  between  Roth- 
schild and  Lowct  the  original  holder  of  the  said  scrip  receipts, 
and  that  there  never  was  any  legal  transfer  of  any  right  from 
Lotoe  to  Hennings  so  as  to  entitle  the  latter  to  maintain  any 
action  against  Rothschild ;  and  also  because  the  money  re- 
ceived by  Rothschild  could  not  be  recovered  back  as  money 
received  by  him  on  a  consideration  which  had  failed,  because 
Hennings  had  had  all  the  consideration  for  which  he  had 
paid  the  money,  viz.  the  option  to  take  the  stock  at  a  cer- 
tain time. 

To  these  errors  Hemdngs  pleaded  in  nuUo  est  erratum. 

F.  Pollock,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  In  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  two  points  were  made.  First,  whether  the 
action  could  be  maintained  in  respect  of  the  sufficiency  of 

(a)  The  variation  in  the  price  of  parpose  of  explaining  the  motivea 
Neapolitan  scrip  seems  to  be  in-  of  the  parties.  It  could  not  affect 
serted  in  the  special  verdict  for  the      their  rights. 


EASTER  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV. 

the  condition  i    Secondlyy  whether  an  action  for  money 

faad  and  received  would  lie  ?     Upon  the  argument  in  the    Rothsciu  ld 

Court  below,  Best,  C.  J.  is  reported  to  have  said,  "  un*  v. 

doubtedlj  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  did  not 

comply  with  those  conditions  with  which  he  ought  to  have 

complied,  and,  therefore,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  he  for« 

feited  his  right  to  recover  the  certificates  for  the  loan,  be* 

cause,  I  take  it,  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  his  recover* 

iag  the  certificates  for  the  loan,  that  he  should  make  the 

payments  at  the  periods  stipulated  ;  but  that  will  not  bear 

upon  the  present  question,  though  our  attention  has  been 

ingeniously  attempted  to  be  drawn  away  from  the  considera** 

tion  of  that  question  by  discussing  it  as  if  this  were  a  c^aim 

for  the  certificates  for  the   loan,  and  not  for  the  deposit. 

money.    The  plaintiff,  undoubtedly,  was  endeavouring  to 

play  fast  and  loose.     Whilst  it  was  a  losing  concern  he  was 

not  desirous  of  making  further  advances ;  the  moment  it 

became  a  concern  out  of  which  he  was  likely  to  derive  a 

profit,  he  was   extremely  desirous,  if  he  could,  to  pay  up 

what  he  forbore  to  pay  whilst  it  was  a  losing  concern,  and 

claimed  the  benefit  of  the  contract  which  had  been  entered 

into  with  him.     I  have  already  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had 

not  complied  with  the  condition  contained  in  the  first  ad* 

vertisement,  nor  had  he  paid  any  of  the  instalments  which 

became  due  from  the  Ist  February  to  the  14th  May;  and 

from  these  circumstances  it  appears  that,  by  the  enlarged 

time  given  for  the  raising  of  this  money,  several  instalments 

had  in  the  intermediate  time  become  due."     His  lordship 

siso  says,  "  Cases  which  have  been  decided  upon  the  prin* 

ciple  that  if  a  contract  he  put  an  end  to,  one  of  the  contracting 

pBrUes  may  recover  back  money  which  has  been  advanced 

upon  it,  as  money  that  has  been  advanced  upon  a  considera'^ 

tion  that  has   failed,  have  been  cases  where  the  default  has 

been  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  no  default  on  the 

part  of  the  plaintiff.    This  case  is  different  to  those,  be* 

czuie  in  this  case,  undoubtedly,  the  present  plaintiff  has 

been  the   defaulter.     He  has  failed  in  the  performance  of 

\OL.  IV.  BE 


ROTBSCUILO 
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18^29.  the  conditioQ  in  the  first  contract,  and  he  has  failed  in  the 
subsequent  payments.  The  question  therefore  is,  he  him- 
self being  a  defaulter,  is  he  entitled  under  the  circumstances 
Uennings.  Qf  this  case  to  recover  the  deposits?  The  defendant  in 
some  of  his  subsequent  advertisements  has  stated,  that  the 
deposits  were  forfeited ;  but  it  is  not  his  declaration  that 
will  amount  to  a  forfeiture  of  the  money  unless  that  condi- 
tion exist  in  the  original  contract  made  between  him  and 
the  parties.  Now  it  will  be  observed,  that  in  the  original 
contract,  which  is  evidenced  by  the  first  receipts,  there  is  no 
such  condition  as  that  the  deposits  shall  be  forfeited,  if  the 
further  sums  of  money  which  are  to  be  paid  for  the  purpose 
of  completing  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  certificates  of  the 
Neapolitan  loan  shall  not  be  made.  We  are  of  opinioli, 
that  there  being  no  such  condition  as  that  in  the  original 
contract,  the  plaintiiF  has  a  right  to  recover  the  deposits 
under  the  circumstances  which  have  occurred  in  this  case.'' 
Hennings,  conceiving  that  it  was  a  losing  concern,  meant  to 
throw  the  loss  upon  Rothschild.  The  option  which  he 
had  of  keeping  or  rejecting  the  stock  was  sufficient  con- 
sideration. Here,  Hennings  meant  to  avail  himself  of  his 
option,  and  it  is  manifest  that  he  intended  to  throw  the  loss 
upon  Rothschild,  The  deposit  money  was  paid  for  the 
option  to  pay  more  in  February  and  take  the  stock.  He 
assented  to  the  alteration  in  the  mode  of  payment  proposed 
by  Rothschild,  and  got  the  receipts  marked.  If  this  stock 
had  risen,  Rothschild  could  not  have  said  to  Hennings,  take 
your  10  percent,  deposit,  and  return  me  your  scrip  receipts. 
In  Doloret  v.  Rothschild  (a)  this  point  was  raised  upon  a 
demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  a  person  standing  in  the  same 
situation  as  Hennings.  The  demurrer  was  allowed,  and  on 
that  occasion  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls,  then  Vice 
Chancellor,  expressed  himself  to  the  following  effect. 
*'  When  a  court  of  equity  holds  that  time  is  not  of  the 
essence  of  a  contract,  it  proceeds  upon  the  principle  that 
having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  subject^  time  is  imma* 
(a)  1  Sim.  &  Stuart,  590. 
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terial  to  the  value^  and  is  urged  only  by  way  of  pretence        '^829. 
and  evasion.     But  that  principle  can  have  no  application    p^yHacHiLD 
to  a  case  like  the  present,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  v- 

subject  the  value  is  exposed  to  daily  variation,  and  the  con- 
tract which  was  disadvantageous  to  the  plaintifF  on  the  1st  of 
February,  and  would,  therefore,  be  then  declined  by  him, 
might  be~  highly  advantageous  to  him  on  the  2d  February. 
It  is  true,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  that  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  scrip  receipts  has  been  waived  and  abandoned  by  the 
advertisements  of  the  defendant ;  but  that  waiver  was  upon 
the  condition  that  the  holders  of  the  receipts  made  their 
payments  at  the  extended  times  stated  in  the  advertisements, 
which  it  is  admitted  has  not  been  done  by  the  plaintifF. 
The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  original  deposit  of  10 
per  cent,  returned  to  him,  as  being  retained  by  the  defend* 
ant  without  condition,  cannot  be  maintained,  because  the 
plaintifF  had  full  consideration  for  that  deposit  in  the  option 
which  the  scrip  receipts  gave  him  to  become  the  proprietor 
of  so  much  stock,  by  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  8tipu« 
lated  price  on  the  day  named  ;  and  it  is  not  the  less  a  con- 
sideration because  the  plaintifF  did  not  think  fit  to  avail 
himself  of  the  option."     But  supposing  an  action  to  be 
maintainable,  money  had  and  received  is  not  the  proper 
remedy.     The  plaintifF  should  have  declared  specially  on 
the  contract.     A  contract  cannot  be  rescinded  unless  the 
parties  be  placed  in  statu  quo,  Giles  v.  Edioards  (a). 

Comyn,  contrA.  This  case  rather  resembles  Hunt  v. 
Silk  {h)  than  GiUs  v.  Edwards.  Nothing  has  been  done 
here  by  either  party  which  would  prevent  their  being 
placed  in  statu  quo.  Upon  (he  sale  of  an  estate,  it  is  usual 
to  stipulate  that  the  abstract  of  title  shall  be  completed 
within  a  certain  number  of  days.  Though  time  is  of  the 
essence  of  a  contract,  it  may  be  waived  (c).  Henmngs  is 
identified  in  this  contract  by  Rothschild,  who  treated  with 

{a)  7  T.  R.  181.  (0  Vide  ante,  vol.  iii.  95,  96,  n. 

{b)  5  East,  449 ;  2  Smith,  15. 

E  K  £ 
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1899.         Hennings  as  a  person  entitled  under  Lowe.     Rothschild  was 
bound  to  deliver  the  scrip  receipts.     He  extended  the  time 
tr.  without  any  application.     Though  a  party  be  guilty  of  a 

Hennings.  breach  of  part  of  a  contract,  he  is  not  shut  out  from  insist- 
ing that  the  contract  has  since  been  rescinded  by  the  other 
party.  Ex  parte  Hale  is  a  very  diflferent  case  from  the  pre- 
sent. So,  in  the  case  of  Doloret  v.  Rothschild^  there  was  no 
treaty  going  on  between  the  parties.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  did  not  lay  down  any  positive  rule  of  law.  Secondly, 
it  has  been  clearly  established  that  money  had  and  received 
will  lie  for  a  person  who  was  not  originally  a  party,  Dutch 
V.  Warren(a)^  Cuxon  v.  Chadley{b),  Hodgson  v.  Anderson{c), 
Wharton  v-  Walker  (d)^  Grant  v.  Vanghan  {e).  Whoever 
was  the  bearer  of  the  scrip  was  entitled  to  all  the  benefits 
or  subject  to  all  the  liabilities  arising  out  of  such  a  contract. 

Pollock,  in  reply.  The  loan  was  taken  originally  at  80; 
Henuings  purchased  at  7Q,(/).  This  purchase  (supposing 
the  contract  to  be  legal)  could  not  entitle  Hennings  to  main- 
tain an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  If  Hennings  is 
entitled  to  relief,  it  is  in  equity.  Here  time  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract.  It  may  be  assigned  that  Rothschild  sus> 
tained  no  damage.  The  stock  had  fallen  from  80  to  67» 
and  Rothschild  possessed  no  means  of  compelling  payment, 
neither  Lotoe  nor  Hennings  having  signed  any  contract  with 
him.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  If  persons  were  required  to 
sign  an  undertaking,  the  loan  contractors  would  find  few- 
subscribers.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuti^ 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  After  stating  the  facts  found  by  the  special  verdict, 

(fl)  1  Stra.  406,  more  fully  re-  {d)  6  D.  &  R.  280;  4  B-  &  C. 

ported  ?  Burr.  1011.  |63.  And  seean/e,  vol.ili,44«,(a). 

(h)  5  D.  &  R.  417  ;  3  B.  &  C.  (c)  3  Burr.  1516;  1 W.  Bla.  485. 

591 ;  1  Carr.  &  P.  174.  (/)  This  fnct  did  not  appear  on 

(c)  5  D.  &  R.  735 ;  3  B.  &  C.  the  face  of  the  special  verdict. 
842. 
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bis  lordship  observed  *  that  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  though  he  had  argued  that  the  form  of  the  action  was 
misconceived,  chose  to  rest  his  case  principally  on  the  me- 
ritS|  contending,  that  as  Hennings  had  not  complied  with  the 
original  terms,  or  with  those  afterwards  proposed^  he  had 
broken  the  contract,  and  could  neither  recover  damages  for 
its  Don-performance,  nor  claim  a  return  of  the  money  ad* 
vanced,  on  the  footing  of  the  contract  being  rescinded,  inas* 
much  as  Hemtiugs  had  received  a  full  consideration  for  the 
moneys  advanced  in  the  engagement  of  12o/AscAi7<f  to  deliver 
the  certificates  upon  payment  of  the  residue,  and  the  case 
of  Dolorei  v.  Rothschild  was  cited.     There  a  bill  was  filed 
by  a  bolder  of  these  scrip  receipts,  who  had  offered  no  fur- 
tber  payment  until  June,  18£3,  when  he  filed  his  bill  to 
compel  Rothschild  to  deliver  the  certificates  or  return  the 
deposits.    Leach,  V.  C.  observed,  that  time  was  material 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  because  the  value  was  exposed 
to  daily  variation.    That  the  time  of  payment  originally 
proposed  had  been  waived  by  Rothschild  only  upon  condi- 
tion that  the  payment  should  be  made  at  the  extended 
times,  and  that  the  claim  of  Doloret  to  a  return  of  the 
deposit,  as  being  retained  by  the  defendant  without  con* 
sideration,  could  not  be  maintained,  for  he  had  full  con- 
sideration for  the  deposit  in  the  option   which  the  scrip 
receipts  gave  him  to  become  the  proprietor  of  so  much  stock 
by  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  price  at  the  stipulated  time. 
In  this  opinion  my  learned  brothers  Bayley  and  Littledale 
and  I  fully  concur.     My  brother  Parke  having  been  counsel 
in  the  cause   has  taken  no  part  in  the  discussion.     The 
judgment  of  the  Court  below,  therefore,  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  (a). 
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(a)  And  as  to  the  form  of  the 
action,  see  Ward  v.  Evans,  2  Ld. 
lU)'n].928;  Fenner  v.  Meares,  2 
W.Bla.  1269;  DeBemalav.Ful- 
fer,  14  East,  590 ;  Vere  v.  J^wU, 
3  T.  U.  182  ;   Tatlock  v,  Harris,  3 


T.  R.  174 ;  SurUes  v.  Hubbard,  4 
Esp.  N.  P.  C.  204;  PhilUpi  v. 
Batanan,  16  East,  356 ;  WUson  v. 
Coupland,  5  B.  &  A.  228 ;  Fairtie 
V.  Denlon^anUj  ii.  363,  8  B.&  C. 
305. 
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1829. 
^"^^^^"^^  Sampson  and  another  v.  Easterby. 

In  a  lease  by  fi.  COVENANT  by  assignee  of  reversion  against  lessee, 
divided  third""  '^^^  declaration  stated,  that  Sir  Charles  Turner  being  seised 
[>art  of  a  mine  Jq  fee  of  one  undivided  third  part  of  certain  tenements  with 
purtenanceif  a  ^he  appurtenances,  by  an  indenture  between  Sir  C.  7*.  of 
recital  that  A.  ||,g  ^^q  p^ft  anJ  defendant  and  five  others  of  the  other 
had  agreed  '^  .  .  .     /-•  r 

with  B,  and      part;   after  reciting  that  Sir  C.  1\  had  on  &c.,  agreed  with 

the  oSe*  olra-  ^^^  defendant  and  the  five  co-lessees  to  demise  to  them  for 

ersofthemine,  21  years  the  undivided  third  part  of  Sir  C.  T.  in  certain 

smelting-mill     mines,  minerals  and  quarries,  at  a  certain  rent,  and  subject  to 

on  a  waste  not  certain  covenants  and  agreements;  and  that  defendant  and 

demised  and 

not  shewn  to     the  said  co-lessees  had  entered  upon  and  taken  possession 

^uTI'c^and  °'  ^^^  **^^  purparty  of  the  said  Sir  C.  T.;  and  that  defend- 
D.,  was  held    ant  and  the  co-lessees  had  since,  with  the  permission  of  Sir 
na!I?'5*  mplU  ^'  ^-  ^"^  ^^  ^-  ^-  ^nd  F.  F.,  the  owners  of  the  other  two 
cation  be-         third  parts  of  the  said  mines,  minerals  and  quarries,  taken 
J3.  for  the        down  a  smelting-mill  belonging  to  Sir  C.  7\,  W.  S.  and 
erection  of       JT  J*,,  situate  upon  part  of  a  waste  ground  within  the  manor 
And  it  was    of  A.,  called  O.  M.,  and  that  the  defendant  and  the  co- 
covenaiu  ran    '^®'^^*  ***^  engaged  to  erect,  at  their  own  expense,  a  smelt- 
with  the  land,  ing-mill  of  larger  dimensions  with  several  adjoining  build- 
the  £signee  of  ^"8^  ^'P^"  another  part  of  the  waste  ground,  which  mill  and 
^^e  ";^era'«»     buildings,  it  had  been  agreed,  should  belong  to  Sir  C  T., 
ty  of  the  mine.  ^'  '^*  ^^^  F.  F.,  in  lieu   of  the  buildings  so  taken  down; 
the  said  Sir  C.  7".  did  demise  to  the  defendant  and  the  co- 
lessees  all  that  undivided  third  part  of  Sir  C.  T.  of  and  in 
the  mines,  veins,  pipes,  floats,  strings,  and  parcels  of  lead, 
tin,  and  copper  ore,  and  other  minerals  and  fossils  then 
known,  found,  or  discovered,  or  which  should  during  the 
continuance  of  that  demise  be  opened,  known,  found,  dis- 
covered, or  gotten,  in  &c.,  the  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and 
uninclosed  lands,  within  or  parcel  of  the  several  manors  or 
lordships  of  A.,  N.,  T.,  and  H.,  in  the  county  of  York,  and 
also  of  and  in  all  mines  and  seams  of  coal,  and  quarries  of 
stone  in  or  within  the  said  manors  &c. ;  and  also  of  and  in  all 
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«meUing-mills,  stampiog-niills  &c«,  standing  or  being  in  or  is^g. 
upon  any  part  of  the  said  moors,  commons  or  wastes^  then 
and  theretofore  used  for  mining  purposes,  and  also  full 
power  and  authority  to  erect  and  build  in  or  upon  any  part  Easterbv. 
of  the  said  moors,  commons,  wastes  and  uninclosed  lands, 
all  soch  smelting-mills,  stamping^mills  8cc.,  as  might  be  re- 
quisite for  effectually  working  the  said  mines.  Habendum 
to  defendant  and  the  co-lessees,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns,  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1800,  for 
19  years,  ^nd  the  defendant  did  thereby  for  himself,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  covenant  with 
Sir  C  T.  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  defendant  and  the 
co-lessees,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
should,  during  the  continuance  of  the  demise  maintain,  pre- 
serve and  keep  the  smel ting-mill  so  engaged  to  be  erected 
and  built  by  them,  and  other  buildings  erected  or  to  be 
erected  contiguous  or  near  to  the  said  mill,  in  good  and 
sufficient  repair,  and  should,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
deliver  up  the  same  in  good  and  sufficient  repair,  and  de- 
liver up  in  good  and  sufficient  repair  all  forges  &c.,  used 
within  the  last  two  years  of  the  term.  The  declaration 
then  deduced  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  of  the  re- 
version and  assigned  breaches ;  first,  in  the  non-erection 
by  the  defendants  and  co-lessees  of  a  smelting-mill  of 
larger  dimensions  than  the  mill  taken  down;  secondly,  in 
not  keeping  such  smelting-mill  8cc.  in  good  repair ;  thirdly 
in  not  delivering  it  up  at  the  expiration  of  the  term. 

To  this  declaration,  there  was  a  general  demurrer  and 
.  joinder. 

Brodrick,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  first  ques- 
tion is,  whether  this  lease  contains  any  covenant  to 
erect.  The  second  is,  whether,  supposing  such  cove- 
nant to  be  contained  in  the  indenture,  it  passed  with  the 
reversion  to  the  plaintiff,  no  part  of  the  waste  being  de- 
mised to  the  lessee.  Upon  the  first  point,  there  is  no  cove- 
nant with  Sir  C  T.     It  may  be  admitted  that  an  implied 
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Covenant  is  gnfficienti  and  that  such  implied  covenant  maj 
be  collected  from  the  whole  of  the  lease.  Here,  taking  the 
whole  together,  and  looking  particularly  at  the  recital,  the 
covenant,  if  any,  would  be  with  Sir  C.  7'.  and  others,  and 
not  with  him  alone.  An  implication  will  be  attempted  to 
be  raised  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  from  the  words,  *'  will 
maintain,  preserve  and  keep  the  said  smelting-mill,  engaged 
to  be  erected  and  built  by  them,  in  good  and  sufficient 
repair.*'  It  is  material  to  look  at  the  recital,  which  shewd 
that  the  agreement  was  with  three,  and  not  with  Sir  C.  T. 
aIone«  [Bayley,  J.  But  persons  entitled  to  the  other  two- 
thirds  were  not  parties  to  the  action.]  The  smelting- mill 
was  not  standing  when  the  lease  was  granted.  That  which 
was  taken  down  belonged  to  the  three.  So  would  the 
smelting-house  which  was  to  be  erected.  The  lease  coin 
tained  no  demise  of  the  smelting-house  which  was  to  be 
thereafter  erected.  The  law  will  not  imply  a  covenant  with 
the  lessor  alone  in  respect  of  that  which  belongs  to  the  three. 
On  the  other  side,  the  case  of  Saltoun  v.  Houstoun  (a)  will 
be  cited ;  but  there,  the  deed  stated  expressly  that  an  ac- 
count of  the  debts  of  Simon  Fraser  the  elder  had  been 
taken,  and  that  the  balance  in  his  favour  amounted  to 
SR^OOO/.,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  S.  F.  the 
elder,  S.  F.  the  younger  and  J.  H.  Houstoun,  that  the  whole 
of  the  debts  and  credits  of  5.  jP.  the  elder  should  be  re* 
ceived  and  paid  by  S.  F,  the  younger  and  J.  H,  IL  Here, 
on  the  contrary,  the  language  of  the  recital  negatives  the 
implication  of  any  agreement  or  covenant  with  Sir  C  T. 
alone. 

The  second  point  is,  that,  supposing  the  covenant  to 
erect  to  be  with  the  lessor  only,  yet  being  a  covenant  to 
erect  on  part  of  the  waste  not  demised,  it  is  a  covenant  to 
do  a  thing  merely  collateral.  This  depends  upon  the 
second  resolution  in  Spencer's  case  (b),  where  the  riile  is 
thus  laid  down : — '*  It  was  resolved,  that  in  this  case  if  the 
lessee  had  covenanted  for  him  and  his  assigns,  that  they 
(fl)  1  Bingli.  433.  (6)  j  Cu.  Rep,  16. 
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would  make  a  new  wall  upon  some  part  of  tbe  thing  de- 
mised, that  forasmuch  as  it  is  to  be  done  upon  the  land 
demised  that  it  should  bind  the  assignee ;  for,  although  the 
covenant  doth  extend  to  a  thing  to  be  newly  made,  yet  it  is 
to  be  made  upon  tbe  thing  demised,  and  the  assignee  is  to 
take  the  benefit  of  it ;  and,  therefore,  shall  bind  the  assignee 
by  express  words.     So,  on  the  other  side,  if  a  wsHrranty  be 
made  to  one,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  express  words,  the 
assignee  shall  take  benefit  of  it,  and  shall  have  a  warrantia 
chartae.     F.  N.  B.  135 ;  and  9  Edw.  2,  Garr.  de  Charters, 
30;  36  Edw.  3.  tit.  Garr.  1  (a);  4  ife//.  8,  Dyer,  1.     But 
although  the  covenant  be  for  him  and  his  assigns,  yet  if  the 
thing  to  be  done  be  merely  collateral  to  the  land,  and  doth 
not  touch  or  concern  the  thing  demised  in  any  sort,  there 
the  assignee  shall  not  be  charged.     As  if  the  lessee  cove- 
nants for  him  and  his  assigns  to  build  a  house  upon  the 
land  of  the  lessor,  which  is  no  parcel  (que  nest  ascun  parcel) 
of  the  demise,  or  to  pay  any  collateral  sum  to  the  lessor  or 
to  a  stranger,  it  shall  not  bind  the  assignee,  because  it  is 
merely   collateral,  and  in  no  manner  touches  or  concerns 
the  thing  that  was  demised  or  that  is  assigned  over ;  and, 
therefore,  in  such  case  the  assignee  of  the  thing  demised 
cannot    be    charged    with   it  no    more    than    any    other 
stranger."  (i). 

This  case  is  still  stronger,  because  the  supposed  cove- 
nant is  to  erect  a  building  on  the  land  of  the  three.  [Lord 
l*ettterden,  C.  J.  There  is  no  express  allegation  that  the 
waste  on  which  the  smelting-mill  was  to  be  erected  was  the 
land  of  the  three.]  It  is  either  upon  the  land  of  the  three 
ar  upon  the  land  of  a  stranger.  The  resolution  in  Spencer's' 
case  determined,  that  where  a  covenant  is  collateral,  the 
assignee  of  the  lessee  would  not  be  bound ;  ^  fortiori,  the 
lessee  cannot  be  bound  to  a  person  who  derives  no  advan- 
tage from  the  subject-matter  of  the  covenant.     What  in- 


(«)  This  reference  should  have 
been  to  36  Edu,  S,  tit.  Garr.  de 
Charters,  pi.  11. 


(*)-5Co.Rep.  lC,b. 
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terest  would  the  plaintiff  have  taken  in  the  smelting-housei 
if  erected  ?  He  would  have  had  no  right  to  the  land  on 
which  it  was  built.  There  are  several  modern  cases,  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  shew,  that  to  bind  the  assignee,  the 
covenant  must  be  to  do  something  on  the  land  demised,  or 
something  beneficial  to  the  land  demised.  In  Vyoym  v. 
Arthur  {a),  the  plaintiff's  devisor  being  seised  in  fee  of  a 
mill  and  lands,  demised  the  latter  to  the  defendant,  paying 
rent  and  doing  suit  to  the  mill  of  tlie  devisor,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  by  grinding  8ic.,  and  afterwards  devised  the  mill 
and  lands  to  the  plaintiff:  it  was  held,  that  the  suit  was  in 
the  nature  of  rent,  and  that  the  implied  covenant  resulung 
from  the  reddendum  ran»with  the  land  as  long  as  the  mill 
and  the  land  belonged  to  the  same  person.  That  case  was 
determined  upon  the  circumstance  of  the  mill  and  the  land 
belonging  to  the  same  person;  and  upon  this  and  other 
grounds  it  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  now  before  the 
Court.  In  Spencer^a  case  (6)  it  was  held,  that  the  statute  of 
32  Hen.S,  c.  34,  which  gives  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  the 
right  to  sue  upon  the  covenants  of  the  lessor,  extends  only 
to  the  thing  demised,  and  not  to  that  which  is  collateral  (r). 
[Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  Nothing  appears  to  have  been  as- 
signed by  Sir  Charles  Turner  but  the  reversion  of  the 
demised  premises.] 


Alderson,  contrfl.  Upon  the  first  point  it  is  quite  clear 
that  this  was  a  covenant  to  erect  a  new  smelting-mill ;  Hollis 
v.  Carr  (d).  Upon  the  second  point,  a  smelting-mill  is 
annexed  quodammodo,  it  might  almost  be  said  otwiimodo, 
to  the  thing  demised ;  Vernon  v.  Smith  (e),  and  Ballif  v. 
tVe/ls  (/),  there  cited.     Here  the  covenant  was  to  erect  in 


(a)  9  D.  &R.  670;  1  B.  &  C. 
410. 

(6)  5  Co.  Rep.  16,  a. 

(c)  Ibid.  18,  R.  It  appears  to 
have  been  assumed  throughout  this 
ai^ument,  that  any  covenant  which 


the  lessee,  would  pass  to  the  as- 
signee of  the  lessor  under  32  Hen. 
8y  c.  S4 :  tamen  qugre. 

(d)  2  Mod.  90. 

(«)  5  B.  &  A.  1. 

(/)  Wihnot's  Notes,   344;  3 


would  run  with  the  land  at  com-      Wils.  25. 
mon  law  as  against  the  ubbignce  of 
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lieu  of  that  which  was  part  of  the  thing  demised.  This  1639. 
was  a  smelting  lease,  in  which  the  smeltiDg-niill  is  quodamr 
modo  annexed  to  the  mine ;  this  amounts  to  a  demise  of  a 
part  of  the  wastes  on  which  the  lessee  should  erect  a  mill. 
Suppose  a  lean-to  had  been  erected  on  the  land  adjoining  the 
house,  it  would  hardly  be  contended  that  such  a  building 
was  not  annexed  to  the  house.  By  adopting  the  construe** 
tion  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends,  the  Court  will  carry 
into  eflfect  the  intention  of  the  parties.  [Parke,  J,  Sup- 
posing, in  the  case  you  put,  the  lessor  assigned  to  different 
parties,  or  retained  part  in  his  own  hands,  who  at  the  end 
of  the  term  would  be  entitled  to  the  buildings?  Bayley,J. 
Could  the  lessor  have  distrained  in  the  new  smelting- 
house?(£i)]  When  erected,  it  would  form  part  of  the  demised 
property. 

Brodrick,  in  reply.     Vernon  v.  Smith  {b)  only  establishes 
a  point  which   was  never  denied.    There,  as  well  as  in 
Salioun  v.  Housloun  (c),  the  Court  looked  to  the  whole  of 
the  instrument.     Here  the  agreement  to  build  was  with 
other  persons.     [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  The  old  smelting- 
mill  was  taken  down  by  the  consent  of  Sir  Charles  Turner 
and  the  other  two  owners;  the  new  smel ting-mill  would 
belong  to  the  three.]     Upon  the  second  point,  where  Bally 
V.  IVells  was  referred  to,  the  distinction  was,  whether  the 
act  that  was  to  be  done  was  to  be  done  on  any  part  of  the 
land  demised.     It  is  clear  that  the  smelting-mill  was  not 
demised ;  the  old  mill  had  been  taken  down,  and  the  new 
one  was  to  be  erected :  it  is  not  said  '*  which  should  there- 
after be  erected.*'     It  does  not  touch  or  concern  the  thing 
demised.     The  inference  would  be,  that  the  land  on  which 
the  mill  was  built  belonged  in  fee  to  the  three;  whatever 
interest  they   had,  was  not  demised  to  the  defendant,  or 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  conveyance  of  the  demised 
premises. 

Cur.  adv.  villi. 

(tf)  Vide  Buszard  v.  Capel,  anU,  ii.  197.  (6;  Supra,  421.  (c)  1  Biiigh.  d33. 
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On  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  After  stating  the  substance  of  the  allegations 
of  the  declaration,  his  lordship  proceeded  thus: — By  the 
parts  of  the  deed  set  out  in  the  declaration,  it  was  evi- 
dently the  intention  of  the  parties  that  a  new  smelting- 
mill  should  be  erected ;  and  as  no  precise  form  of  words 
is  necessary  to  make  a  covenant,  the  recital  of  the  agree- 
ment to  erect  a  building,  followed  by  express  covenants 
to  maintain  the  smelting-mill  in  repair,  and  to  deliver 
it  up  at  the  end  of  the  term,  amounts  to  a  covenant  in  law 
to  erect.  Saltoun  v.  Houstoun  is  directly  in  point.  Here 
the  erection  of  the  building  is  mentioned  in  the  recital 
of  a  prior  agreement.  It  was  further  objected,  that  the 
prior  agreement  was  not  with  the  lessor  only,  and  that  con- 
sequently no  covenant  with  him  alone  could  be  implied. 
But  as  he  demises  only  a  third,  the  agreement  would  enure 
as  a  separate  contract  with  him  in  respect  of  his  particular 
interest. 

Upon  the  second  question,  it  appears  that  Sir  Charl& 
Turner  was  seised  in  fee  of  an  undivided  third  part  of  the 
mine,  with  the  appurtenances;  which  word,  in  a  large  sense, 
reaches  every  thing  connected  with  the  subject-matter  of 
the  demise.  It  may  be  inferred  that  Sir  Charles  Turner, 
though  not  seised  of  the  wastes,  had  a  power  to  erect  oo 
them  buildings  requisite  for  the  working  of  the  mines,  and 
that  such  buildings  were  his  property.  The  building  cove* 
nanted  to  be  erected  was  to  be  used  for  mining  purposes, 
was  to  be  the  property  of  the  owners  of  the  mines;  as  such 
it  related  to  the  mines,  and  to  them  only.  It  cannot  be 
said,  therefore,  that  the  covenants  relate  to  a  matter  colla- 
teral to  and  unconnected  with  the  demised  premises.  The 
rule  as  to  covenants  passing  to  and  binding  assignees  is 
laid  down  in  Spencer's  case,  where  it  is  said  that  a  cove- 
nant to  make  a  new  wall  upon  some  part  of  the  thing 
demised  shall  bind  the  assignee.  Covenants  not  binding 
the  assignee  are  there  said  to  be,  for  the  doing  of  thiugs 
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merely  collateral  to  the  land,  and  which  do  not  touch  or 
concern  the  thing  demised  in  any  sort.  A  covenant  to  build 
a  house  on  other  land  of  the  lessor  is  mentioned  by  way  of 
instance*  and  must  therefore  be  understood  of  a  house  not 
touching  or  concerning  the  thing  demised.  Here  the  cove- 
nant tends,  in  the  language  of  Wilmot,  C.  J.,  in  Balli/  v* 
J¥ells(a),  to  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  thing 
demised,  and  therefore  follows  the  reversion.  The  same 
language  is  used  in  Shepherd's  Touchstone  (6). 
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Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  (c). 


(«)  iSupd,  426. 

(k)  Sbep.  Touchs.  176. 

(0  Ana  see  Co.  Lit.  215,  b. 

A.  conveys  in  fee  to  B.  &  C.  to 
the  use,  that  ji.  nnd  his  heirs  may 
toke  to  his  and  their  use  a  rent  to 
be  issuing  oat  of  the  premises ;  and, 
subject  to  the  rent,  to  the  use  of  B. 
and  his  heirs ;  and  B.  covenants  with 
A,  bis  heirs  and  assigns,  to  pay  to 
AMs  heirs  and  assigns  rent,  and  to 
bydd  within  one  year  a  messuage  on 
the  premises,  for  better  securing  the 
rent;  and  ji»  within  one  year  de- 


mises the  rent  to  D.  for  1000  years. 
D.  cannot  maintain  covenant 
against  B.  for  non-payment  of  the 
rent,  or  for  not  building  the  mes- 
suage, the  covenant  being  in  gross. 
Milnes  v.  Branchy  5  M.  &  S.  411. 

As  to  what  words  of  contract  in 
a  deed  amount  to  a  covenant,  see 
Cora.  Dig.  Covenant,  A.  2,  3. 
Holies  V.  Carr,  8  Swanst.  647. 

As  to  covenants  implied  by  law, 
see  Com.  Dig.  Covennnt,  A.  4; 
Sp€ncer*s  case,  5  Co.  Kep.  18,  n. 


1829. 


Saupsov 
Easterby. 


Oxen  DALE  t?.  VVetherell. 

Assumpsit  for  wheat  sold  and  delivered.  At  the  trial 
before  Bayley,  J.,  at  the  York  spring  assizes,  18^9*  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintifi'  had  delivered  to  the  defendant 
130  bushels  of  wheat;  and  the  question  upon  the  evidence 
was,  whether  the  contract  was  for  250  bushels,  or  for  so 
much  as  the  plaintiff  could  spare;  but  the  plaintiff  con- 
tended, that  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  had  retained  the 
portion  which  had  been  delivered,  he  was  liable  to  pay  the 
price  of  that  portion,  even  supposing  the  contract  to  be 
entire.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  this  opinion,  and  the 
jury  having  found  an  entire  contract  for  Q.50  bushels,  his 


The  seller  of 
250  bushels  of 
wheat,  to  be 
delivered 
within  a  cer- 
tain time,  de> 
livering  130 
bushels  only, 
which  the  pur- 
chaser accepts 
and  retains 
after  the  expi- 
ration of  the 
stipulated  timo 
of  delivery, 
may  recover 
the  price  of 
the  part  deli- 
vered. 
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1899.        lordship  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff, 
giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 


OXEWUALK 

V. 

Wbtuerell. 


Brougham  now  moved  accordingly.  Walker  v,  Dh(m{a) 
is  quite  in  point.  There  the  plaintiff  had  contracted  for 
the  sale  of  100  sacks  of  warranted  flour,  at  94«.  6d,  per 
sack,  ten  sacks  to  be  sent  immediately  on  trial,  to  be  ac* 
cepted  or  rejected  within  two  days.  The  ten  sacks  being 
sent,  the  defendant  retained  four,  returning  six  as  of  iofe* 
rior  quality.  Ten  others  were  afterwards  sent  to  a  wharf 
for  the  defendant,  who  took  away  two,  leaving  the  remain- 
der, which  the  plaintiff  afterwards  took  away*  The  de» 
fendant  tendered  the  whole  price  of  the  100  sacks,  and 
required  the  residue  to  be  delivered.  The  plaintiff  refused 
to  supply  the  remaining  94  sacks,  and  brought  his  action 
for  the  six  which  had  been  delivered.  Lord  Ellenborough 
was  of  opinion,  that  as  the  defendant  was  ready  to  perform 
the  contract,  and  to  pay  for  the  whole  the  price  agreed 
upon,  the  plaintiff  could  not  afterwards  split  the  contract, 
and  bring  his  action  for  part,  and  the  plaintiff  was  non- 
suited. In  Waddington  v«  Oliver  (&),  where  the  plaintiff 
had  agreed  to  deliver  100  bags  of  hops,  and  having  deli- 
vered part,  commenced  an  action  for  the  price  before  the 
expiration  of  the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  remainder,  it 
was  held  that  the  contract  was  entire,  and  could  not  be 
split,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  therefore  no  right  to  bring 
an  action  before  the  whole  quantity  was  delivered,  or  until 
the  time  for  the  delivering  of  the  whole  had  arrived. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — In  Manning's  Digest  (c),  the 
Court  are  stated  to  have  set  aside  the  nonsuit  in  Walker  v. 
Dixon,  ex  relatione  Wilde,  of  counsel  for  the  defendant. 
If  the  plaintiff  had  delivered  all  but  one  bushel,  he  would, 
according  to  the  rule  contended  for,  have  been  unable  to 
recover  the  price  of  the  249  bushels^  altliough  the  defendant 
had  accepted  and  retained  them. 

(a)  S  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  281.    (6)  S  New  Rep.  61     (c)  9d  edition,  309. 
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Baylby,  J. — The  defendaDt  retained  the  130  bushels         i889. 
after  the  time  for  completing  the  delivery  had  expired.  v^v^/ 

OXEMOALE 

Parke,  J. — I  always  understood  the  distinction  to  be  Wetherell. 
this:  that  where  there  is  an  entire  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  distinct  parcels  of  goods,  to  be  delivered  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  a  vendor  cannot,  upon  delivering  part,  bring  an 
action  for  the  price  of  that  part  before  the  time  for  the 
delivery  of  the  remainder  has  expired ;  because  the  purchaser 
may  return  the  part  which  he  has  received,  if  he  cannot  get 
the  residue  at  the  stipulated  time.  But  if,  notwithstanding 
the  non-performance  of  part  of  the  contract  by  the  vendor^ 
the  purchaser  retains  the  part  which  has  been  delivered^ 
he  is  liable  for  the  price  of  that  part  (a). 

Rule  refused, 
(tf)  And  see  Shipion  v.  Caston,  8  D.  &  li.  130 ;  A  B.  &  C.  378. 


The   King,  on  the  prosecution  of  Elizabeth  Wells, 
Spinster,  v.  Whately,  clerk. 

In  Hilary  Term  last,  Merewether,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  Where  shrubs 
calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  an  informa-  anTunprov^" 
tion  should  not  be  exhibited  against  him  for  certain  niisde-?  allegation  that 
nieanors.     This  rule  was  granted  upon  affidavits  stating,  \\\^e\y  to  be  in- 
that  the  prosecutrix,  now  74  years  of  age,  had  for  20  years  -^  j"*\"* J^^n 
and  upwards  been  in  the  possession   of  a  cottage  and  gar*  the  case  is 
den  in  the  parish  of  Cookham,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  ad-  JJJSJ^J^ 
joining  the  vicarage  house  and  glebe ;  that  the  defendant  was  act,  though 
vicar  of  Cookham,  and  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  Berkshire ;  ^p^^  ^^  ^jjj^j, 

the  shrubs  grew  be  in  dispute  between  the  parties. 
Where  a  magistrate,  upon  whose  property  a  malicious  trespass  had  been  committed, 
issued  a  summons  requiring  the  offender  to  appear  before  himself,  or  some  other  magis- 
trate, and  purporting  that  information  had  been  given  to  him,  the  magistrate,  on  oath ; 
whereas  no  oath  bad  been  taken,  and  the  information  had  been  communicated  by  the 
nia^strate  to  the  informer,  the  Court,  in  discharging  a  rule  for  a  criminal  information 
against  the  magistrate,  refused  to  give  him  his  costs. 


The  Kino 
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that  disputes  had  arisen  between  the  prosecutrix  and  the 
defeodant,  respecting  a  small  portion  of  land  lying  between 
'  v/^^  their  respective  properties,  which  was  described  in  the  pro- 
Whatblt.  secutrix's  title  deeds  from  IO6I  as  part  of  her  estate,  was 
inclosed  within  her  fences,  and  had  always  been  enjoyed  by 
her  until  1823 ;  that  the  defendant  having  claimed  this  por- 
tion of  land  as  belonging  to  the  vicarage,  the  prosecutrix 
proposed  that  such  claim  should  be  submitted  to  arbitration, 
and  offered  her  title  deeds  for  the  defendant's  inspection, 
both  which  were  refused ;  that  the  defendant  called  on  the 
prosecutrix  in  December*  1822,  and  told  her  that  unless 
she  would  give  up  this  piece  of  land,  he  would  puli  down 
the  wall  which  separated  it  from  the  vicarage;  that  on  the 
4th  March,  1823,  the  prosecutrix  was  served  with  a  notice 
requiring  her  to  give  up  to  the  defendant,  at  Michaelmas 
then  next,  possession  of  all  the  lands  and  premises  she 
held  at  C.  in  the  county  of  B.  belonging  to  the  vicar  of  C; 
that  tlie  prosecutrix,  having  disregarded  this  notice,  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  latter  part  of  1 823,  threw  down  the  wall  and 
separated  the  portion  in  question  from  the  residue  of  the 
prosecutrix's  land  by  sticks  and  stakes,  forming  no  fence ; 
that  on  the  18th  November,  1828,  the  prosecutrix,  observ- 
ing that  the  branches  of  an  elder  bush,  which  the  defendant 
had  planted  on  the  portion  of  land  in  question,  within  six 
inches  of  a  brick  wall  of  the  prosecutrix,  were  growing  in 
such  a  manner  as  appeared  to  her  to  injure  the  wall,  she 
cut  off  such  branches  with  a  pocket  knife,  which  she  hap- 
pened to  have  about  her ;  that  the  prosecutrix  acted  solely 
from  an  apprehension  that  the  branches  would  injure  the 
wall,  which  had  fallen  down  twice  within  a  short  period ; 
that  on  the  19th  November,  Ward,  an  attorney,  called  on 
the  prosecutrix  with  the  following  note  from  the  defendant: 
**  Madam,  I  send  you  herewith  the  malicious  trespass 
act  (a),  requesting  Mr.  Ward  to  explain  any  part  of  it  to 

(a)  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  SO,  which  ciously  cul,  break,  bark,  root  up, 
provides,  sect.  20,  "  That  if  an^  or  otherwise  destroy  or  damage 
person  shall  unlawfully  and  mnli-      the  whole,  or  any  part  of  any  trte 
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jou  with  which  you  may  be  unacquainted.  The  course 
which  I  shall  prescribe  to  myself  will  be  to  refer  the  present 
case  to  the  bench  at  Maidenhead,  and  to  require  your 
attendance,  together  with  the  witnesses,  there  on  Monday 
next  at  12  o'clock,  unless  you  wish  me  to  determine  the  case 
immediately,  which,  you  may  observe,  Ihave  the  power  to  do, 
in  order  to  spare  you  the  exposure  of  a  public  examination. 
I  shall  much  prefer  the  common  course  mentioned  above, 
viz.  referring  the  matter  to  the  bench  at  Maidenhead,  but 
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The  King 

WHATEtr. 


sapling,  or  shrub,  or  any  under- 
wood, wheresoever  the  same  may 
be  respectively  growing,  the  injary 
^ooB  being  to  the  amount  of  one 
shilling  at  least,  every  oflfender  be- 
ing convicted  before  a  justice  of 
the  peaces  shall  for  the  first  oflTence 
fcrfttt  and  pay,  over  and  above  the 
siBoant  of  the  injury  done,  such 
som  of  money  not  exceeding  5/. 
^  to  the  justice  shall  seem  meet ; 
snd  if  any  person  so  convicted, 
shall  aAerwards  be  guilty  of  any  of 
the  said  oflFences  and  shall  be  con- 
ncted  thereof  in  like  manner,  every 
snch  offender  shall  for  such  second 
oflfence  be  committed  to  the  com- 
«aoo  gaol  or  house  of  correction, 
*bere  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  for 
SQch  term  not  exceeding  12  calen- 
dar months,  as  the  convicting  jus- 
tice shall  think  fit,  and  if  such  se- 
cond conviction  shall  take  place 
before  two  justices,  they  may  fur- 
ther order  the  offender,  if  a  male, 
to  be  once  or  twice  publicly  or 
privately  whipped  after  the  expira- 
tion of  four  days  from  the  time  of 
such  conviction ;  and  if  any  person 
<o  twice  convicted  shall  afterwards 
cominieaoy  of  the  said  offences, 
SBch   offerider    shall    be   deemed 
guHty  of  felony,  and  being  con- 
victed thereof,  shall  be  liable  to 
▼OL.  LV, 


any  of  the  punishments  which  the 
court  may  award  for  the  felony 
hereinbefore  last  mentioned.'' 

By  sect.  30,  **  For  the  more  ef- 
fectual prosecution  of  all  offences 
punishable  on  summary  conviction 
under  this  act,''  it  is  enacted,  **  that 
where  any  person,  chained  on  oath 
of  a  credible  witness,  before  any 
justice  of  the  peace,  with  any  such 
offence,  the  justice  may  summon 
the  person  charged  to  appear  at  a 
time  and  place  to  be  named  in  suck 
summons ;  and  if  he  shall  not  ap* 
pear  accordingly  then  (upon  proof 
of  the  due  service  of  the  summons 
upon  such  person,  by  delivering 
the  same  to  him  personally  or  by 
leaving  the  same  at  his  usual  place 
of  abode)  the  justice  may  either 
proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
case  ex  parte,  or  issue  his  warrant 
for  apprehending  such  person  and 
bringing  him  before  himtelff  or 
some  other  justice  of  the  peace; 
or  the  justice  before  whom  the 
chaise  shall  be  made,  may,  (if  he 
shall  think  fit)  without  any  previous 
summons  (unless  where  otherwise 
specially  directed),  issue  such  war- 
*  rant;  and  the  justice  before  whom 
the  person  chained  shall  appear, 
or  be  brought,  shall  proceed  to 
hear  and  determine  the  case." 
F  F 
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18S9.  leave  you  to  determine  which  should  be  adopted.  I  am^ 
Madam,  your*s,  &c-  Thomas  Whatdy'' 

That  Ward  stated  and  explained  to  the  prosecutrix  the 
great  power  vested  in  the  magistrates  by  the  act,  which  he 
read  over  to  her,  and  advised  the  prosecutrix  to  compro- 
mise the  matter,  informing  her,  that  if  she  desired  to  com- 
promise, and  would  apologise  for  the  offence  which  she 
had  committed,  the  defendant  was  ready  to  accept  the 
penalty,  instead  of  summoning  her  to  the  justice  meeting; 
that  the  prosecutrix  rejected  this  proposal;  that  on  the  21st 
November,  18^28,  the  following  summons  was  served  on 
the  prosecutrix: — 

"  Berkshire  to  wit :  To  the  petty  constable  of  the  parish 
of  Cookham,  in  the  same  county.  Whereas  John  Clark, 
gardener  to  the  Reverend  Thomas  Whaleiy,  of  8cc,  clerk, 
bath  this  day  made  information  and  complaint  upon  oaih 
before  me,  one  of  his  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and 
for  the  said  county,  that  Elizabeth  Wells,  of  the  parish  of 
Cookham  aforesaid,  spinster,  did  unlawfully  and  malici- 
ously cut  and  damage  several  trees  and  shrubs  growing  in 
a  shrubbery  in  the  parish  of  Cookham  aforesaid,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Reverend  Thomas  Whately,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided :  These 
are,  therefore,  to  command  you,  in  his  said  majesty's  name, 
to  summon  the  said  Elizabeth  Wells  personally  to  appear 
be/ore  me,  or  such  other  of  his  majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  county  as  shall  be  present,  at  the  Swan 
Inn,  at  Maidenhead  in  the  said  county,  on  Monday,  the 
24th  day  of  November  instant,  at  the  hour  of  11  in  the 
forenoon  of  the  same  day,  to  answer  unto  the  said  com- 
plaint, and  further  to  do  and  receive  what  to  the  law  doth 
appertain.  And  be  you  then  there  to  certify  what  you  shall 
have  done  in  execution  thereof.  Herein  fail  you  not.  Given 
under  my  hand  and  seal,  the  19th  day  of  November,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  1828.  Thomas  Whately.  (L.  S.)** 

That  on  24th  November,  when  the  prosecutrix's  horses 
were  at  her  door  for  the  purpose  of  taking  her  to  the  justice 
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meetingi  Lee,  the  attorney  for  the  parish  of  Cookham,  ad- 
vised the  prosecutrix  to  submit,  and  to  accept  the  terms 
offered  by  defendant,  viz.  to  pay  the  51.  penalty,  and  make 
a  substantial  fence  to  inclose  the  said  portion  of  land ;  that 
the  prosecutrix  not  being  aware  of  any  connexion  between 
Lee  and  the  parish  of  Cookham,  suffered  herself  to  be  per- 
suaded by  him  to  pay  the  51.  to  defendant;  that  on  the 
l6th  January;  1829,  Lee  addressed  the  following  letter  to 
the  prosecutrix's  attorney: — 

''  Maidenhead^   l6th  January,  1829' 

Sir,— My  letter  to  Mrs.  Wells,  of  2Sd  November  last,  will 

inform  you  of  the  reasons  which  induced  me  to  advise  her  to 

avoid  the  public  investigation  of  Mr.Whately's  charge  against 

ben    Having  obtained  her  consent  to  endeavour  to  effect  an 

arrangement  or  compromise  of  the  matter,  I  wailed  on  Mr. 

Whately  with  that  view.     He  represented  to  me  that  a  great 

number  of  shrubs  had  been  cut  by  some  person,  along  the 

whole  line  of  the  border,  extending  from  Mrs.  fVells's  fence 

towards  Mr.  Whateiys   house.     Although  there   was  no 

proof  that  any  other  shrubs  than  the  elder  had  been  cut  by 

Mrs.  Wells,  it  appeared  to  me  likely  that  the  magistrates 

would  be  apt  to  presume,  on  proving  Mrs.  Wells's  admission 

respecting  the  elder  tree,  that  she  had  cut  the  other  shrubs 

also;  especially  as  it  seemed  quite  impossible  that  the  elder 

tree  could  have  been  cut,  unless  by  some  person  actually 

standing  on  Mr.  Whately's  ground.      Mr.  Whately  also 

stated,  that  he  was  in  possession  of  some  letters  written  by 

Mrs.  Wells  (if  I  recollect  right,  to  Lady  Orkney,)  which  he 

intended  to  produce  to  the  magistrates,  in  order  to  shew 

that  Mrs.   Wells  had  long  indulged   an  implacable  spirit 

towards  him.     Under  these  circumstances,  and  knowing  the 

difficulty  I  should  have  in  confining  Mr.  Whately  to  what 

Would  be  strictly  admissible  evidence,  before  the  bench,  I 

was  very  desirous  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  Mrs.  Wells's 

appearance  in  public.     The  only  terms  I  could  make  with 

Mr.  Whately  were,  that  Mrs.  Wells  should  pay  5/.  to  Mr: 

Whately,  to  be  laid  out  in  coals  for  the  poor  in  the  village, 

F    F   2 
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1899.        and  that  she  should  put  up  a  fence  of  wooden  paling  at 

^^iT^jP^      that  end  of  the  piece  of  Mr.  Whatefy^s  ground,  at  which 

V.  he  supposed  she  entered.     Mrs.  Wells  acceded  to  these 

Whatelt.     terms,  and  paid  the  money.     As  no  conviction  took  place, 

I  should  conceive  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  compromise. 

This  is  all  the  information  I  can  give  you  upon  the  sabject 

I  remain,  8cc.«  John  D.  LeeJ* 

That  Clarks  the  informant,  stated  that  he  did  not  see 
that  the  prosecutrix  cut  the  trees  or  pulled  them  out,  and 
could  not  say  of  his  own  knowledge  that  she  did  it,  and 
that  he  never  made  any  oath  or  gave  information  to  the 
defendant,  but  on  the  contrary,  received  his  informatioo  as 
to  the  circumstances  from  the  defendant 

Cause  was  now  shewn  upon  affidavits  stating,  that  in 
1797*  a  dispute  having  arisen  between  the  defendant  and 
Hexier,  the  then  occupier  of  the  prosecutrix's  cottage, 
respecting  another  portion  of  land  which  the  defeodaat 
wished  to  throw  into  the  vicarage,  the  prosecutrix  informed 
the  defendant  that  he  might  compel  Hexier  to  give  up  that 
portion  of  hind,  by  threatening  to  take  from  him  the  parcel 
of  land  now  in  dispute;  and  referred  defendant  to  an  entiy 
in  the  parish  books,  evidencing  the  right  pf  the  vicar  to  the 
parcel  of  land  in  question,  and  shewii^  that  it  was  held 
under  the  vicar  at  2s.  6d.  rent ;  that  after  the  prosecutrix 
became  possessed  of  the  cottage,  she  paid  the  defendant 
the  rent  of  2s,  6d.  per  annum  for  the  parcel  of  land  in 
question;  that  disputes  having  afterwards  arisen  between 
the  defendant  and  the  prosecutrix,  as  to  the  right  to  this 
parcel  of  land,' the  prosecutrix  agreed  to  abandon  her 
claim,  and  to  sign  an  acknowledgment  of  the  defendants 
title  as  vicar,  upon  her  being  permitted  to  continue  the 
occupation  at  the  2s,  6d.  per  annum ;  that  the  following 
instrument  was  then  drawn  up,  and  was  signed  by  tfie  pro- 
secutrix. 

*'  Extract  from  the  old  Register  Book  belonging  to  the 
parish  of  Cookham,  Berks: — A  memorandum  made  March 
the  SOth,  1 732,  that  Mrs.  Grace  Goldsborough  rents  of  the 
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Rev,  Thomas  jd ley n,  vicar  of  Cookhani^  in  the  county  of        is^p. 
Berks,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  2s,  6d.,  a  piece  of  garden  ground     ,^!^^^C^ 
at  the  north  end  of  the  said  Mrs.  Goldsborough*s  garden,  v. 

for  the  term  of  three  years  from  Michaelmas  last,  contain-     ^Vaately. 
ing,  fcc;  which  piece  of  ground  belongeth  to  the  vicar  of 
Cookham  for  the  time  being.    To  the  above  agreement 
I  accede,  E.  G.  Wells.    3d  September,  1813/' 

That  the  prosecutrix  continued  tenant  to  the  defendant, 
paying  said  annual  rent  utitil  1823,  when  defendant,  in 
coQseqaence  of  certain  malicious  reports  spread  by  the 
prosecutrix,  and  tending  to  injure  the  character  of  the 
defendant,  purporting  that  the  defendant  had  improperly 
wrested  from  her  the  said  parcel  of  laud,  became  dissatis- 
fied with  the  prosecutrix,  gave  her  notice  to  quit,  and  upon 
the  expiration  of  that  notice  took  possession;  that  the  elder 
bash  cut  down  on  the  17th  of  November  was  of  a  rare  and 
valuable  species,  Sambucus  racemosus  {a) ;  that  defendant 
sent  Mr.  Ward  to  the  prosecutrix  with  the  malicious  tres- 
pass  act,  in  order  to  put  her  fully  on  her  guard,  and  afford 
her  an  opportunity  of  getting  legal  advice ;  that  defendant 
did  not  authorise  Ward  to  advise  the  prosecutrix  to  com- 
promise ;  that  defendant,  being  informed  that  Lee  had  been 
retained  by  the  prosecutrix  as  her  attorney  with  reference 
to  the  summons,  and  that  it  was  his  intention  to  request 
permission  (6)  of  the  magistrates  to  attend  with  her  before 
them,  wrote  to  Lee  as  follows : — 

(•)  Qaaere.  might  be  lawfully  excluded,  ou  tlie 

(()lthas  never  been  determined,  ground  thac'it  was  meitly  a  preli- 

and  probably  never  will  be,  that  minary  inquiry.    The  attention  of 

upon  the  hearing   of  cases  which  the  Court,  however,  in  that  case, 

are  subjected  to  iUe  final  decision  does  not  appear  to  have  been  drawn 

of  justices  of  the  peace,  they  have  to  the  statutes  1  &  2  PA.  4"  3f.  c. 

any  authority  to  exclude  the  public.  13,  and  2  &  3  Ph,  Sf  M,  c.  10,  the 

In  Car  v.  CoUridgef  2  D.  &  R.  -  former  of  which  provides,  "  that 

86,  and  1  B.  &  C.  37,  it  was  held^  justices  before  whom  such  prisoner 

that  an  attorney  retoined  by  a  pri-  is  brought  for  any  manslaughter 

soner  charged  with  felony,  to  give  or  felony,  before  any  bailment  or 

him  advice  and  assistance  during  munprize,  (or  by  2  &  3  Ph,  Sf  M. 

his  examination  before  magistrates,  c.  JO,  where  the  prisoner  is  com- 
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1329,  "  Sunday  morniDg,  23d. 

Dear  Sir, — I  hasten  to  thank  you  for  your  note,  and  to 
assure  you^  as  I  did  your  uncle  before  you,  that  I  am  glad 
Whately.  Miss  If  ells  is  in  such  good  hands.  Would  that  she  possessed 
a  little  of  your  temper,  and  was  guided  by  your  spirit.  As 
it  is  she  is  rushing  wantonly  upon  a  dreadful  exposure.  1 
have  exercised,  (as  I  shall  shew,)  an  uniform  forbearance, 
and  would  now,  if  she  would  allow  me,  spare  her  the  dis- 
grace to  which  she  is  hastening:  but  there  is  a  point  beyond 
which  forbearance  is  a  weakness,  I  must  protect  myself 
against  malicious  trespass;  this  protection  is  all  I  seek; 
and  if  this  can  be  obtained  in  any  milder  way  than  bringing 
her  before  the  magistrates^  I  shall  be  satisfied ;  for  I  have 
not  the  slightest  feeling  of  ill  will  towards  her. 

I  am,  sir,  your  obedient  servant,  Thomas  Whately. 
To  John  D.  Lee,  Esq.  Attorney  at  law." 
That  on  the  morning  of  the  24th,  when  the  defendant  was 
about  to  set  out  for  the  justice  meeting  at  Maidenhead,  Lee 
called  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutrix,  and  expressed  her  re- 
gret for  what  had  passed,  and  her  readiness  to  make  compen- 
sation for  the  damage;  that  Lee  then  proposed  that  the  pro- 
secutrix should  pay  5/.  for  the  use  of  the  poor,  and  should 
restore  the  fence;  to  which  proposal  the  defendant  ac- 

mitted,)  shall  take  the  exatnina-  iii  evidence  against  the  prisoner, 
lion  of  the  said  prisoner,  and  infor-  on  the  ground  that  the  prisoner  has 
mations  of  them  that  bring  him,  had  the  opportunity  of  cross-exam- 
of  the  fact  and  circumstances  ining  the  examinant.  Under  the 
thereof;  and  the  same,  or  as  much  decision  in  Cor  v.  CoUridge,  it 
thereof  as  shall  be  material  to  prove  would  seem  that  a  prisoner  may  be 
the  felony,  shall  be  put  in  writing,  deprived  of  the  means  of  cross- 
before  they  make  the  same  bail-  examining  his  accusers  before  tbe 
ment:  which  said  examination,  magistrate,  on  tbe  ground  that  tbe 
together  with  the  said  bailment,  investigation  is  merely  in  the  na- 
the  justices  shall  certify  at  the  next  ture  of  a  precognition ;  aod  that 
general  gaol  delivery  to  be  holden  when  taking  his  trial  for  his  life, 
within  the  limits  of  their  commis-  he  may  be  told,  upon  the  produc- 
sioh."  Under  these  statutes  it  has  tion  of  the  examination  of  a  de- 
been  held,  that  if  the  examinant  ceased  witness,  that  his  time  for  de- 
die  before  the  trial  of  th6. felony,  tecting  the  falsehood  of  tbechai]ge 
his  examination  may  be  feosived  by  cross-examination  is  gon«  by. 
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ceded;  that  Clark,  wlien  taken  by  the  defendant  to  .tbe 

spot  where  tbe  elder  bush  bad  stood,  observed  and  gave      j;^^  j^^^q 

iofonnation  to  tbe  defendant  of  other  shrubs  which  had     „,   ^' 

WUATELT. 

been  cut;  that  Clark  was  informed  by  defendant  that  be  was 
not OD  oath;  that  the  summons  was  filled  up  from  a  printed 
fociDi  and  tbe  words  **  on  oath"  were  intended  to  be  erased. 

Sir  J.  Scarlett  and  Rogers  now  shewed  cause.  After 
the  distinct  recognition  by  the  prosecutrix  of  tbe  defendant's 
title,  it  is  clear  that  the  right  set  up  by  the  prosecutrix  was 
a  mere  after-thought.  It  would  have  been  useless  to  have 
resorted  to  arbitration,  since  the  successor  would  not  have 
been  bound  by  any  award. 

Merewether,  Serjt.,  and  Manning,  contr^.     The  prose- 
cutrix acted  honk  fide  in  the  assertion  of  her  claim  to  this 
property,  and  in  the  removal  of  what  she  considered  to  be 
injurious  to  tbe  wall.     Tbe  defendant  states  bis  belief  that 
other  shrubs  were  destroyed  by  the  prosecutrix^  but  no 
facts  are  alleged  to  support  his  suspicions.     As  the  pro- 
secutrix had  no  opportunity  of  contradicting  such  surmises, 
so  neither   could  she  have  anticipated  them.     Here  the 
defendant  had   no  jurisdiction,  first,  because  the  trespass 
was  committed  in  the  assertion  of  a  right;  secondly,  because 
that  statute  requires  an  information  on  oath;  and,  thirdly, 
because  he  himself  was  a  party,  and  could  not  be  a  judge 
in  hts  own  cause.    The  payment  of  the  5/.,  which  has  been 
wrongfully  obtained  from  the  prosecutrix,  will  no  doubt  be 
used  against  her  upon  the  trial  of  her  title  to  the  plot  in 
question;  whereas  it  would  have  been  competent  to  her  to 
remove  any   prejudice  which  might  be  throAvn  upon  her 
title  by  the  former  arrangement  between  the  parties,  by 
shewing,  as  the  fact  is  stated  to  be,  that  they  referred  to  a  . 
different  spot. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  The  prosecutrix  •  consi- 
dered herself  aggrieved  by  this  land's  bavipg  been  taken  from 
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v^^      her.    It  appears  that  Mr.  Whately  had  planted  shrubs  of 

The  KiMo  a  particular  kind.  It  is  conceded  that  the  prosecutrix  cot 
WfiATcx.r.  ^^  ^^  xy^^Be  ilhrubs;  and  there  is  every  reason  to  suppose 
that  she  cut  a  great  many  more.  I  entertain  no  doubt  that 
this  w^  an  act  of  malicious  trespass,  within  the  meaaiBgof 
the  act.  The  pretences  set  up  by  the  prosecutrix  ire 
merely  futile. 

If  nothing  more  had  appeared,  we  ought  to  have  made 
the  prosecutrix  pay  the  expenses  which  Mr.  Whately  has 
incurred  in  opposing  this  rule;  but  something  appears 
which  we  cannot  altogether  approve  of.  Mr.  Whately 
should  have  left  it  to  other  persons  to  have  issued  a  sum- 
mons. In  that  summons  it  is  also  inadvertently  alleged 
that  the  infordnation  had  been  given  on  oath.  la  both 
these  particulars  Mr.  Whately  acted  unadvisedly;  aud 
though  we  much  disapprove  of  the  conduct  of  the  prose- 
^utn%  in  destroying  these  shrubs,  we  think  that  we  cannot 
give  Mr.  Whatthf  his  costs* 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Ann  Archer  Manderston  v.  William  Robertson 
and  Thomas  Reid. 

if.  and  B.  give  J-  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  to  recover  the 

8ory  notrfor*   P"nc»pal  and  interest  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  promisso^ 

600/.  to  C.       note  dated  tlie  9th  day  of  July,  1817,  and  made  by  the 

by  C.  against    defendants,  whereby  they  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiflf  the 

^.and%.,an  gum  of  600/.    The  declaration  contained  counts  on  the 

account  in 

which  fi.,         note,  and  the  usual  common  counts  for  money  lent,  money 

lliimdfMdC  P**'^'  ^^^  ""^  received,  and  money  due  upon  an  account 
sives  credit  stated.  The  defendant  Robertson  suffered  judgment  by 
upon  a^^m  of  default,  and  the  defendant  Reid  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
COO/., isevi-  md  the  statute  of  limitations;  upon  which  issues  were 
the  statute  of  joiued*     Upon  the  trial  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plainiiff 

limitations  (a\  /\aj        ^  ^ 

^  '     .  (fl)  And  see  9  Geo.  4,  cap.  14- 
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for  6951,  sabject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  fol-        i829. 
lowing  case.  ""^^^^^ 

On  the  9th  of  July,  1817j  the  defendants  signed  the  v. 

above-mentioned  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: —  Robertsoh. 
"  £600  London^  July  9,  1817. 

One  day  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  to  Mrs.  Ann 
Archer  Manderston,  at  the  Bank  of  Scotland  in  Edinburgh^ 
the  sum  of  six  hundred  poundsj  value  received. 

Wm.  Robertson, 
T.  Reid." 
The  plaintiff  proved  the  following  account  and  letter  sent 
by  the  defendant  Robertson  to  the  plaintiff^  on  the  1st  day 
of  June,  1825: — 

Dr.    Mrs.  Manderston  in  account  with  Wm.  Robertson.   Cr. 
189S.  £.  s.  d.      1823.  jC.  i.d. 

Aug.  11.  To  bank  post  bill  15  0  0      May  28.  By  balance   .  636    5  7 
No?.  ]S.  Do.  .  .  .  Do,  .  25  0  0      Aug.  IS.  2d  qr.  Pension  12  10  0 

1824.  Noy.l3.  3d  Do 12  ]0  0 

Jan.  25.  Bank  note  ...  10  0  0      1824. 

April2d.  Do 10  0  0      Feb.  12.  4th  Do.  ....  12  10  0 

Maj  20.  Do 20  0  0      May  12.  1st  Do.  24    .  .  12  10  0 

Nov.  29.  Do 20  0  d      Aug.  11.  2d  Do 12  10  0 

1826.  Nov.  11.  Sd  Do 12  10  0 

May  23.  Bank  note  16^29  1825. 

perMr.W.MatheplO  0  0      Feb.  10.  4th  Do 12  10  0 

31.  Bank  note  ...  20  0  0      May  31.  Interest  on  600/. 
ymniK?^     .  .  .  665  5  7  from  Jan.  1,  1823,  to 

_ this  date,  5  per.  cent   72  10  0 

£.795  5  7  

£.795    5  7 

Balance  .  .  .  665    5  7 

My  dearest  Madam,  June  1,  1825. 

I  have  been  waiting  for  some  days  in  expectation  of 
again  hearing  from  you  relative  to  Mr.  Mather's  arrival  at 
Hamilton.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  I  sent  a  letter  by  the 
James  fVatt,  addressed  to  you  and  to  the  care  of  Mr. 
Mather.  I  went  down  with  it  myself  to  Blackwall,  and 
went  on  board  the  steam  vessel  about  eight  o'clock,  in 
hopes  of  seeing  Mr.  M,,  and  after  waiting  some  time  with* 
out  this  pleasure,  I  gave  my  letter  into  the  hands  of  the 
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captain^  who  promised  to  deliver  it  to  Mr.  M.  immediately 
Makderston   ^"  ^^^  arrival  on  board.     This  letter  inclosed  a  bank  note 
V.  for  10/.  N^o.  I6^329>  which,  notwithstanding  my  not  hearing 

of  its  safe  arrival,  am  in  strong  hopes  such  is  the  case.  I 
now  without  further  delay  inclose  Bank  of  England  note, 
8966,  20/.,  and  statement  of  account  annexed  up  to  the 
present  time,  and  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  early,  for 
two  reasons^  first,  your  own  health,  which  I  sincerely  hope 
is  now  in  good  condition ;  secondly,  to  learn  the  fate  of  my 
letter  per  James  Watt,  I  shall  write  you  more  fully  after 
hearing  from  you,  but  do  not  wish  to  lose  another  post. 

1  have  never  had  any  communication  from  Mrs.  Baillie 
on  what  we  talked  about,  but  am  well  convinced  that,  if 
not  forgotten,  nothing  has  offered  to  speak  about.  Your's, 
most  sincerely  and  affectionately,  Wm^  Robertson. 

Mrs.  P.  Manderston,  Patrick  Brae, 
by  Hamilton,  Lancashire." 

The  plaintiff  also  called  a  witness  named  Archer,  ber 
brother  in  law,  who  proved,  that  in  the  summer  of  the 
year  1826,  he  had  conversed  with  Reid  upon  the  subject  of 
the  note,  when  'Reid  said  there  was  such  a  thing  as  the 
note,  but  that  it  was  made  ^o  long  ago,  that  he,  Reid,  bad 
almost  forgotten  it,  and  at  the  same  time  requested  witness 
to  procure  for  him  a  copy  of  it.  The  witness  also  further 
stated,  that  afterwards  he  accordingly  did  procure  for  Reid 
a  copy  of  the  note,  and  that  when  he  delivered  such  copy 
to  Reid,  Reid  observed,  that  when  the  note  was  given,  he 
was  assured  by  Robertson  that  the  money  would  never  be 
caUed  for. 

The  plaintiff  also  called  another  witness,  who  proved 
tbait  the  son  of  the  defendant  Reid  sent  him  to  the  former 
witness  Archer:  that  he  afterwards  saw  Reid,  and  told  him 
he  had  spoken  to  Archer,  who  was  going  to  commence 
legal  proceedings  for  the  amount;  but  if  he  would  put  any 
proposition  in  writing,  Archer  would  forward  it  to  his  sister; 
to  which  Reid  said,  he  did  not  consider  himself  liable  for 
the  amount,  and  would  do  ho  'such  thing. 
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The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  above-stated  evidence  vias  sufficient  to  take  the  case  ,^ 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against  Reid.     If  this  v. 

Court  shall  be  of  an  opinion  that  it  was,  the  verdict  is  to   B-obbbtson. 
stand;  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  an  opinion  that  the  evidence 
was  iosufficient,  a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered. 

Piatt,  for  the  plaintiff.  Two  questions  present  them- 
selves for  the  consideration  of  the  Court;  first,  whether 
that  which  has  been  done  by  Reid  himself  is  sufficient  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations;  secondly, 
whether  .the  acts  of  Robertson  are  sufficient.  The  second 
point  is  the  stronger.  In  Perry  v.  Jachson  {a).  Lord  Keri" 
yon  says  (A)^  ^'  It  is  admitted  that  one  partner  may  da 
several  acts  to  bind  the  interests  of  all ;  he  may  release  as 
well  as  create  a  debt ;  he  may  also,  by  his  acknowledgment, 
take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations."  Persons 
who  join  in  making  promissory  notes  are  co-partners  quoad 
hoc.  In  Whitcomb  v.  Whiting  (c)  it  was  held,  that  the 
acknowledgment  of  one  of  several  makers  of  a  joint  and 
several  note,  was  binding  in  a  separate  action  against  any 
of  the  others.  Jackson  v.  Fairbank  (d)  was  a  very  strong 
case;  for  there  it  was  held,  that  payment  by  the  assignees 
of  one  of  two  makers  of  a  promissory  note,  was  sufficient 
to.  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  in  a  separate  action 
against  the  other  maker.     In  Pittam  v.  Foster  (e),  which 

(a)4T.R.  416.  agency,  but  because  payment,  with- 
er) Ibid.  4 1 9.  out  reference  to  the  manner  in 
(c)  Doug].  652.  The  ground  of  which  it  is  effected,  extinguishes 
the  judgment  in  that  case  is  thus  the  debt.  If  the  effect  of  payment 
suited  by  Lord  Mansfield :  "  Pay-  by  one  co-debtor  in  discharge  of  his 
meat  by  one  is  payment  for  all,  companion  stood  on  the  ground  of 
the  one  acting  virtually  as  agent  agency,  a  co-debtor  might  remain 
/or  the  rest;  and  in  the  tame  man-  liable  to  the  creditor  after  the 
ner  an  admission  by  one  is  an  ad-  latter  had  levied  the  whole  amount 
mission  by  all."  But  with  great  by  distress,  or  by  execution, 
submission  it  may  be  said,  that  (d)  8  II.  Bla.  340. 
poyment  by  one  operates^  the  dis-  (c)  2  D.  &  R.  863,  and  1 B.  &  C. 
charge  of  all,  not  by  reason  of  any  248; 
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1839.  will  probably  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  where  an  action 
was  brought  against  A.  and  B,,  and  C.  his  wife,  upon  a  note 
"v,  "  made  by  A.  and  C,  it  was  held,  that  an  acknowledgment 
Robertson.  mmJe  by  ^,  after  t|,e  marriage,  would  not  support  a  count 
upon  a  promise  by  A,  and  C  before  the  marriage;  that 
turned  upon  the  form  of  the  pleading.  So  in  Blonde. 
Haslerig{a),  which  was  a  joint  action  against  four;  and  the 
Terdict  was,  that  one  of  the  defendants  undertook  wiAin 
six  years,  and  the  others  not.  The  evidence  there  would 
have  warranted  the  finding  of  a  joint  undertaking,  but  the 
replication  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  support  the  promise 
in  the  declaration.  In  Perham  v.  Rdynal  (6)  it  was  held, 
that  an  acknowledgment  within  six  years  by  one  joint  maker 
wouM  revive  the  debt  against  the  other,  who  was  only 
a  surety.  In  Wood  v.  Braddick  (c)  it  was  held,  that  ao 
admission  by  one  partner  after  the  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership  during  which  the  debt  arose,  was  sufficient  to 
charge  his  co-partner.  I n  Burleigh  r,  SMi  (d),  the  payment 
of  interest  by  il  •  on  the  joint  and  several  note  of  A  •  and  B., 
was  held  to  bind  B.,  though  he  was  merely  a  surety.  This 
appears  to  be  the  case  here,  from  the  statement  that  Reii 
was  assured  by  Robertson  that  the  money  would  never  be 
called  for.  If  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  enough 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  as  against  jRoi«rfMHi,  it 
amounts  to  a  promise  by  him,  and  consequently  by  both. 

Adolphus,  contri.  Whitcomb  v.  Whiting  has  certainly 
been  recognised;  but  in  Brandon  v.  Wharton (e).  Lord 
Ellenborough  says  (/),  that  "  that  case  was  full  of  hardship, 
for  this  inconvenience  may  follow  from  it:  suppose  a  person 
liable,  jointly  with  30  or  40  others,  for  a  debt,  he  may  have 

(a)  2  Veutr.  151.  appear  to  have  been  any  plea  in 

(6)  SBingh.  dQ6.  abatemeDt 

(c)  1  Taunt.  104.    The  action  ((Q  AntCy  ii.  93;  8  B.&  C  36. 

was  brought  against  the  partner         (e)  1  B.  &A.4a3. 
who  had  nut  made  the  acknow-         (/)  Ibid.  467. 
ledgment  alone;  but  there  does  not 
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actually  paid  it,  may  have  had  in  his  possession  the  docu-        1899. 

ment  by' which  that  payment  was  proved,  but  may  have 

lost  his  receipt — then,  though  this  was  one  of  the  very  cases        "  r. 

which  the  statute  was  passed  to  protect,  he  may  still  be   ^o*»»t«>»- 

bound,  and  his  liability  be  revived  by  a  random  acknow- 

fedgnnent  made  by  some  one  of  the  SO  or  40  others  who 

VHiy  be  careless  of  what  miscliief  he  is  doing,  and  who  may 

even  not  know  of  the  payment  which  has  been  made. 

Beyond  that  case,  therefore^  I  am  not  prepared  to  go»  so 

as  to  deprive  him  of  the  advantage  given  him  of  the  statute 

by  means  of  an  implied  acknowledgment."     [JSoy/e^,  J. 

In  that  case  there  was  nothing  to  bind  even  the  party  him* 

self.]     So,  in  Holme  v.  Green  {a\  Lord  EUenborougA  says, 

"  an  acknowledgment,  to  bind  a  partner,  ought  to  be  clear 

and  distinct;  unless  there  be  an  eiipress  and  unequivocal 

acknowledgment  of  an  existing  debt  by  one  partner,  it  will 

not  bind  the  other."     [Bayky^  J.  In  that  case  a  generd 

payment  was  endeavoured  to  be  applied  to  a  joint  note.] 

So  here,  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  com^ct  the  pro^ 

missory  note  with  the  account. 

jHiaii,  in  reply.  The  Court  will  not  look  to  see  whether 
the  600/.  mentioned  in  the  account  must  necessarily  refef  to 
the  note.  It  is  snflScient  if  the  jury  were  warranted  by  the 
evidence  in  so  referring  it.  IParke,  J.  The  question  in  the 
case  is,  whether  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  as  against  Reid,"]  It  was  never  doubted 
that  the  600/.  applied  to  the  note.  The  only  question  was, 
whether  it  amounted  to  an  acknowledgment  which  would 
Und  Reid.  The  question  is,  whether  it  was  sufficient  as 
against  AetV/,  assuming  that  it  was  sufficient  as  against 
Robertson.  The  judgment  by  default  is  a  sufficient  admis* 
sion  as  against  Robertson.  [Bayley,  J.  That  would  be  suf- 
ficient according  to  Jackson  v.  Fairbank{b).  Littledale,  J. 
Robertson  was  clearly  liable  upon  the  account  stated.]    The 

(a)  1  Stark.  N.P.C.  488.  (ft)  Ante^  443. 
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vif^^      •'"'^  ^^^^  warranted  in  forming  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
Manderstok  *e  same  600Z. 

V. 

Lord  Tentebden>  C*  J. — If  the  account  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  applicable  to  the  promissory  note,  Burleigh  v. 
Siott  is  quite  in  point.  Then  ought  the  600/.  to  be  so  ap- 
plied ?  '  To  what  else  can  it  be  applied  i  There  was  no 
evidence  to  show  that  Robertson  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
on  any  other  account.  If  that  point  had  been  raised  at  nisi 
prius,  the  jury  could  not  reasonably  have  formed  any  odier 
conclusion.  This  case  differs  very  materially  from  Holme 
V.  Green.  There  Green  and  Salter  were  makers  of  a  note 
payable  to  Holme  or  ofder^  and  Wilson,  The  proof  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  was,  that  the  note  was  indorsed 
to  Holme  alone,  and  that  Salter  had  paid  money  to  the 
separate  credit  of  Holme.  But  it  did  not  appear  that  at 
the  time  this  payment  was  made,  Salter  knew  any  thing  of 
this  indorsement  to  Holme,  and  unless  he  knew  that  Holme 
was  the  holder  of  the  note,  the  payment  could  not  have  the 
effect  contended  for. 

Bayley,  J. — There  must  be  such  an  acknowledgment 
as  amounts  to  the  promise  laid  in  the  declaration.  The 
declaration  here  alleges  a  joint  promise  by  the  two  defend- 
ants. What  was  done  by  Reid,  is  not  sufficient  to  support 
the  promise.  Robertson  was  liable  jointly  and  separately ; 
then  his  acknowledgment  is  evidence  of  a  promise  by  one 
of  two  joint  debtors,  and  is,  therefore,  evidence  of  a  promise 
by  both.  It  appears  that  the  note  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  Court  cannot  form  so  wild  a  pre- 
sumption as  to  suppose  that  the  600/.  was  due  upon  some 
other  account.     It  is  rather  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law. 

.  LiTTLEDALE,  J. — The  ouly  question  is,  whether  the 
600/.  mentioned  in  the  account  is  the  600L  in  the  note.  In 
that  case,  I  have  no  doubt,  that  the  promise  by  Robertson 
to  pay  the  money  in  the  note  binds  Reid.     It  might  be  a 
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question  after  so  long  time  had  passed,  whether  the  jury 
would  presume  the  600/.  to  be  the  same.  .  It  would  rather  m^d^^r^qn 
appear  that  Robertson  was   the  principal,   and    Reid  the    ^      v._ 
surety.     If  Robertson  was  the  principal,  he  would  be  liable 
to  pay  interest.     I  cannot  say  that  the  jury  were  not  war- 
ranted in  drawing  the  conclusion ;  Robertson  being  liable, 
no  doubt  Reid  was  liable. 

Parke,  J. — It  appears  to  be  admitted,  that  there  was 
sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  as  against  Reid, 
The  only  point  meant  to  be  left  is  the  same  as  that  which 
was  decided  in  Burleigh  v.  Stott.  In  that  decision  I  en- 
tirely concur.  That  case  was  stronger  than  the  present. 
There  is  great  good  sense  in  what  is  said  by  Lord  Ellen-- 
borough,  I  should  have  thought,  that  when  upon  the  put- 
ting in  of  the  account,  it  appeared  that  the  600/.  formed 
part  of  a  former  balance  of  635/.  5s.  Id.  the  plaintiff  should 
ha?e  produced  that  former  account.  The  present  account 
is  evidence  of  the  liability  of  Robertson  as  a  separate  debtor. 
There  might  have  been  an  arrangement  in  the  nature  of 
accord  and  satisfaction.  It  is  difficult  to  say  that  an  account 
can  be  submitted  to  a  jury  as  evidence  of  a  joint  debt  which 
might  upon  a  different  state  of  the  record  have  been  sub- 
mitted as  evidence  of  a  sole  promise. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  In  Atldns  v.  Tredgotd,  3  D.  that  case  is  distinguishable  from 

&.R.  20O;  8  B.  &  C.  33,  where  the    present    in   two    particulars, 

thesurrivingmakerof  ajoint  and  Here  the  italute  appears  to  have 

several  note  made  a  payment  of  attached  before  the  payment  was 

interest  ten  years  after  the  death  made  hy  Robert    Tredgoldy  and, 

of  his  co-debtor,  it  was  held,  that  therefore,  John  Tredgold  being  at 

the  debt  was  not  revived  as  against  that  time  protected,  could  not  be 

the  executors  of  the  latter.     In  one  suljected  to  any  new  obligation  by 

of  the  reports  of  this  case,  Bayley,  the  act  of  Robert,^    In  the  princi- 
J.  is  sUled  to  have  said,  "  The  ,  pal  case,  nearly  eight  years  had 

case   of  Whitcamb  v.  Whiting  is  elapsed,  viz.  from  July,  1817,  to 

relied    on.    That   is    certainly   a  June,  ie«5.     And   see  Willit  v. 

very   strong  case,  and  it  may  be  Nea:ham,    cor.  Bayley,  J.,    York 

questionable  whether  it  does  not  Summer  Assizes,  18^9,  Wilk.  li- 

go  beyond  proper  legal  limits.    But  mitatim  of  Actions,  86. 
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^•^N^^-^  Fbicks  u.  Poole. 

An  affidayjt  to  XHE  defendant  was  arrested  upon  an  affidavit  stating  that 
""for  monly  ^^  ^^*  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  20/.  and  upwards, /or 
paid,  laid  out  money  paid,  laid  out  and  expended,  and  lent  and  advanced, 
aod  len^and  *  ^Jl  '*^  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  at  his  request.  Chilty 
advanced,  by  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause 
the  defendant,  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody 
*°1ie8t*'"8  "P^**  ^^tig  common  bail;  against  which 
bad,  for  not 
shewing^that         Comyn  now  shewed  cause.    The  words  *'  at  his  request" 

the  money        refer  to  the  whole  of  the  previous  sentence^  which  forms 
paid,  laid  out  •        n         •  v  %%  •  t         i      i 

and  expended,  one  entire  allegation.     It  would  not  be  true  that  the  de- 

&r*to  ^^^     fendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  as  sworn,  for  money 
of  the  defend-   paid,  unless  the  money  were  paid  to  the  defendant's  use, 
rwuiest.  *'  "  ""^  *^  **"  request;  but  a  request  in  law  without  a  request 
in  fact  would  be  sufficient. 

Chilty,  contr4»  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — An  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  is 
conclusivci  and  cannot  be  traversed  by  the  defendant.  The 
Court  is  therefore  bound  to  be  very  strict  in  requiring  diat 
the  right  to  arrest  shall  distinctly  appear  upon  the  face  of 
the  affidavit.  If  we  were  to  allow  a  departure  from  die 
established  form,  and  to  say  that  the  defendant's  liability 
to  arrest  might  be  made  oat  by  argument  and  inference,  we 
might  be  introducing  much  carelessness  (a). 

Baylby,  J. — ^The  request  does  not  necessarily  apply  to 
the  money  paid. 

Rule  absolute  (ft). 

(a)  And  see  his  lordship's  obsei^  Taylor  v.  Ibrft^f,  11  East,  315, 

vations  in  Macpherton  v.  Laoitf  2  316. 

D.  &  R.  69,  and  1  B.  &  C.  108;  (6)  See  Fitt  v.  New,  ante,  iii. 

and  those  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  129,  and  the  notes  there. 
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Harry  Stoe  Mann  v.  Sir  Edward  William  Camp- 
bell   Richard  Owen,    Knight,    William    Hgnry      v,^-«/0 
Webley  Parry,  and  Nicholas  Lockyer  (a). 

1  HIS  was  a  special  case  in  an  action  of  trespass^  com-  The  fraudu- 

meoced  in  Michaelmas  term,  1826.     The  declaration  stated,  1**°'  charging, 

'  by  a  purser,  of 
that  the  defendants,  on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1825,  toge-  stores  which 

ther  with  certain  other  persons,  being  then  under  the  control  TueX  and*thT 

and  command  of  the  defendants,  with  force  and  arms  made  making offalse 

an  assault  upon  the  plaintiff,  imprisoned  him,  and  caused  ship's  books  to 

and  procured  him  to  be  kept  and  detained  in  prison  there  ^?^^^  ®"^^ 
r         i_  1  o        •  1    t  1  •       charges,  aro 

for   three  months.      Special  damage  was  alleged,  having  an  offence 

reference  to  the  plaintiff's  loss  of  rank  8lc.  as  a  purser  in  fi"a°JcoJd!n   to 

his  Majesty's  navy.  the  laws  and 

The  declaration  contained  two  other  counts^  in  each  of  such^^^ 

which  the   same  cause  of  action   was  differently  stated,  u^^d  at  sea,"* 

Damages  5000/.  ondwT2°G" o. 

In  Hilary  term,  1827,  the  defendants  pleaded  the  general  *»  ^;  S3,  s.36, 

issue,  notguilty,together  with  five  other  pleas,  only  the  second  not  capital, 

and  fourth  of  which  appear  material  to  be  stated;  but  by  the  ^J^^g^fn^^"^ 

terms  of  the  special  case  either  party  was  at  liberty  to  refer  to  fleet,  not  be- 

the  pleadings {6).     The  second  plea  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  tinned  in' the 

was  a  person  in,  and  belonging  to,  the  fleet  of  our  Lord  the  «c^  ^n^, 
x^-         •  .  •  Ti.li  •      •         .jn  •      for  which  no 

King,  in  actual  service,  and  full  pay,  m  the  said  fleet,  to  wit,  punishment  is 

an  officer  in  and  of  his  said  Majesty's  naval  service,  that  is  to  thereby  di- 

•'  ^    •'      .  rected  to  be 

say,  a  purser  in  his  said  Majesty's  service;  and  as  such  officer  inflicted." 

and  purser,  was  employed  in  his  said  Majesty's  naval  service 

as  purser  of  a  certain  ship  of  war  of  his  said  Majesty,  to  wit, 

the  ship  Perseus;  and  that  the  said  plaintiff  being  such  officer 

and  purser  in  such  actual  service  and  full  pay  as  aforesaid, 

and  so  employed  as  aforesaid,  before  the  said  time  when  8lc., 

t€>  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  on  board  the  said  ship 

PerseuSg  the  same  then  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

(a)  This  and  the  following  cases  (6)  This  reservation  appears  un-; 

were  argued  before  three  Jndges,  necessary,  as  the  Court  would  be 

sitting  in  the  Bail  Court,  pursuant  bound  to  look  at  the  record. 
CO  the  king's  warrant,  under  3  Gto, 
^,  c.  102. 

VOL.  IV.  O  G 
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IQ'29.  Admiralty  of  England,  to  wit,  in  the  River  Thames,  com* 
mitted  and  was  guilty  of  a  certain  offence  and  breach  of  bis 
duty  as  such  officer  and  purser  as  aforesaid,  cognizable  by 
a  naval  court-martial,  to  wit,  of  fraudulently  and  unlawfullj^ 
charging  26  blankets  against  26  supernumerary  seamen,  to 
whom  none  had  been  issued,  and  of  making,  in  order  to 
such  fraudulent  charge,  certain  false  entries  in  a  certain 
book  of  the  said  ship  Perseus.  The  plea  went  on  to 
state  a  complaint  duly  made  to  the  Lords  Commissioners 
of  the  Admiralty  within  three  years  after  the  committing 
of  the  said  offence  ;  their  Lordships'  order  duly  issued  to 
assemble  a  court-martial,  defendant  Owen  being  president; 
the  due  summoning  and  assembling  of  the  same ;  that  de- 
fendants, with  others,  duly  held  the  same,  for  the  purpose 
of  trying  the  plaintiff,  on  board  his  Majesty's  ship  Prince 
Regent,  in  the  port  of  Chatham ;  that  the  court  did  dulj 
try  him  for  the  said  offence,  and  that  having  weighed  and 
considered  the  evidence  produced  against  the  plaintiff,  and 
his  statement  and  evidence  on  his  defence,  the  court  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  charge  of  the  said  offence  had  been  proved 
against  the  plaintiff,  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  did  ad- 
judge him  to  be  dismissed  from  his  Majesty's  service,  and 
rendered  incapable  of  ever  serving  as  a  purser  in  tlie  navy 
of  his  Majesty,  his  heirs,  and  successors;  that  the  de- 
fendants, with  other  members  of  the  court-martial,  did, 
within  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  to  wit,  in  the  said  port, 
on  board  the  said  ship,  cause  the  plaintiff  to  be  taken  into 
custody  with  no  unnecessary  violence,  and  to  be  detained 
on  board  the  said  ship  during  his  trial,  for  the  purpose  of 
such  trial;  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid; 
which  are  the  same  supposed  trespasses,  8cc. 

The  fourth  plea  was  the  same  with  the  second,  except  that 
instead  of  averring  the  plaintiff  to  have  committed  the 
offence  mentioned  in  the  second  plea,  it  merely  alleged  that 
complaint  in  writing  had  been  duly  made  to  the  Admiralty 
of  his  having  committed  that  offence. 
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The  replicatioii  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea ;  and  as  to 
all  the  other  pleas^  replied  '*  de  injuri'^." 

At  the  adjourned  sittings  for  London  after  Trinity  Term, 
1827,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  at  Guildhall,  before 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  when  all  the  facts  stated  in  the 
fourth  plea  were  proved;  as  were  also  the  facts  stated  in  the 
second  plea,  except  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had  com- 
mitted the  offence  with  which  he  was  charged  ;  and  it  was 
also  proved  to  be  the  invariable  practice  in  all  naval  courts- 
martial,  for  the  party  accused  to  be  in  custody  during  the 
trial.    The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last.  Lord  Tetiterden,  C.  J,  made 
an  order,  that  instead  of  the  nonsuit,  a  verdict  should  be 
entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  second  and  fourth  issues, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  other  issues. 

In  Hilary  Term  following,  a  rule  was  granted,  calling 
upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  judgment  should 
not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  whole  of  the  counts 
in  the  declaration,  notwithstanding  the  verdict ;  which  rule 
coming  on  to  be  heard,  the  Court  suggested  that  the  points 
in  question  in  this  cause  should  be  made  the  subject-matter 
of  a  special  case ;  and  a  rule  for  that  purpose  was  there- 
upon made. 

The  naval  article  of  war,  namely,  the  d6th,  mentioned  in 
^2  Geo,  2,  c.  SS,  and  upon  which  the  defendants  princi«- 
paliy  relied,  is  as  follows  : — "  All  other  crimes  not  capital, 
committed  by  any  person  or  persons  in  the  fleet,  which  are 
not  mentioned  in  this  act,  or  for  which  no  punishment  is 
hereby  directed  to  be  inflicted,  shall  be  punished  according 
to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  used  at  sea." 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  judgment  ?  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
tbejr  are  not,  such  order  to  be  made  herein  as  to  the  Court 
shall  seeoQ  fit. 

Bamewall,  for  the  plaintiff.     The  whole  question  is, 

G  G  2 
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whether  the  plaintiff  was  charged  with  an  offence  for  which, 
by  the  articles  of  war,  he  was  liable  to  an  imprisonment. 
This  would  be  an  indictable  misdemeanour  at  common  law. 
The  22  Geo.  2,  c.  33y  does  not  comprehend  a  purser.    The 
material  articles  are  24,  33,  and  36.    The  statute  must  be 
construed  strictly,  as  it  takes  away  the  right  of  the  party  to 
be  tried  at  common  law.  This  is  not  an  embezzlement  within 
the  24th  article.     The  crime  imputed  to  the  plaintiff  is 
within  the  ddd  article,  but  that  article  does  not  apply  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  not  a  flag-oflScer,  a  commander,  or  a  lieu* 
tenant.     Then  with  regard  to  the  36th  article,  which  is  set 
out  in  the  case,  this  was  not  a  crime.    It  may  be  an  indict- 
able misdemeanour^  but  the  term  crime  rather  imports  an 
offence  of  higher  nature  than  a  mere  misdemeanour.    The 
legislature  meant  to  express  a  crime  which  might  be  capital. 
This  article  applies  only  to  crimes  which  are  not  previously 
mentioned  in  the  act,  or  for  which  no  punishment  is  thereby 
directed  to  be  inflicted;  but  the  offence  with  which  the 
plaintiff  is  charged  is  mentioned  in  the  33d  article,  though 
not  as  applying  to  a  purser.     [Bayley,  J.  With  a  view  to 
this  plaintiff,  the  offence  is  not  mentioned  in  the  previous 
parts  of  the  act.     The  term  purser  enters  into  the  con- 
sideration  of  the  legislature.    The  33d  article  does  not 
seem  to  apply  to  cases  punishable  at  common  law  as  mis- 
demeanours.] 


Maule,  contra.  There  is  no  reason  why  judgment  should 
not  follow  the  verdict  upon  the  second  and  fourth  pleas. 
At  the  trial.  Lord  Tenterden  said  that  he  entertained  no 
doubt  upon  the  subject.  If  the  plaintiff  was  not  triable  by 
a  court-martial,  an  offence  in  breach  of  naval  discipline 
would  be  dispunishable.  If  the  offence  were  committed  at 
sea,  there  would  be  great  difficulty  in  trying  the  plaintiff 
before  any  other  tribunal.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Admiralty,  in  cases  of  misdemeanour,  is  very  doubtful. 
A  case  occurred  some  years  ago,  in  which  the  prosecution 
was  abandoned,  because  it  was  thought  that  there  was  no 


AFTER  EASTER  TERM,  X  GEO*  IV. 

remedy.  It  is  true,  that  by  a  very  late  act  the  law  has 
been  altered  io  this  respect;  but  the  clause  in  question 
must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  state  of  the  law  at 
the  time  when  the  act  passed.  This  is  very  clearly  within 
the  articles  of  war*  It  would  be  a  strange  thing  if  the 
plaintiff^  a  purser,  was  not  within  the  articles  of  war.  Upon 
looking  at  the  general  scope  of  the  statute,  it  is  evident 
that  the  intention  was  to  provide  a  mode  of  trial  for  offences 
against  the  discipline  of  the  navy.  No  term  can  be  more 
general  than  "  crime."  [Bayley,  J.  We  say  cniMEii  falsi.} 
The  party  must  be  within  the  36th  article  of  war,  unless  he 
can  shew  that  he  came  within  one  of  the  preceding  articles. 
This  article  was  meant  to  form  a  supplement.  The  inten« 
hon  must  prevail. 


453 


1829. 


Baylhy,  J. — It  has  been  rightly  conceded,    that  the 
offence  with  which  the  plaintiff  was  charged  was  an  indict- 
able mbdemeanour;  and  the  question  is,  whether  such  a 
misdemeanour  is  within  the  36th  article  of  war,  the  words 
of  which  are,  **  all  other  crimes,  not  capital,  committed  by 
any  persoa  or  persons  in  the  fleet,  which  are  not  mentioned 
in  this  act,  or  for  which  no  punishment  is  hereby  directed 
to  be  inflicted,  shall  be  punished  according  to  the  laws  and 
customs  in  such  cases  used  at  sea."     Clergy  did  not  apply 
to  offences  committed  on  the  high  seas,  and  therefore  the 
words  "  other  crimes  not  capital,'^  would  be  confined  ex- 
clusively to  misdemeanours.    The  general  term  is  '^  crime ;'' 
the  subdivision  is,  "  crimes  and  misdemeanours.''     Black- 
9tone  says  (a),  ''  we  are  now  arrived  at  the  fourth  and  last 
branch  of  these  Commentaries,    which  treats  of   public 
wrongs,  or  crimes  and  misdemeanours*'      He    afterwards 
says,  "  we  are  now,  therefore,  lastly,  to  proceed  to  the  con- 
sideration of  public  wrongs,  or  crimes  and  misdemeanours, 
with  tbe  means  of  their  prevention  and  punishment.     In 
the  pursuit  of  which  subject  I  shall  consider,  in  the  first 
place,  the  general  nature  of  crimes  and  punishments ;  se- 
condly, the  persons  capable  of  committing  crimes;  thirdly, 
(a)  4  Bla.  Comm.  1. 


454 


1829. 


CASES  IN  THE  KING*S  BEKCH^ 

their  several  degrees  of  guilt,  as  principals  or  accessoiies; 
fourthly,  the  several  species  of  crimes,  with  the  punishment 
annexed  to  each  by  the  laws  of  England ;  fifthly^  the  means 
of  preventing  their  perpetration;  and  sixthly,  the  method 
of  inflicting  those  punishments,  which  the  law  has  annexed 
to  each  several  crime  and  misdemeanour^^  (a)  The  next  point 
relied  on  is,  that  the  d6th  article  relates  only  to  such  crimes 
as  are  not  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  that  the  d3d  article 
had  already  provided  for  fraudulent  conduct.  That  artide 
direcCSi  that  if  any  flag-officer,  captain  or  commander,  or 
lieutenant,  belonging  to  the  fleet,  shall  be  convicted  before 
a  court-martial  of  behaving  in  a  scandalous,  infamous, 
cruel,  oppressive,  or  fraudulent  manner,  unbecoming  the 
character  of  an  officer,  he  shall  be  dismissed  from  his 
Majesty's  service.  This  article  speaks  of  officers  only, 
and  applies  to  such  fraOds  only  as  are  committed  by  persons 
of  a  particular  description ;  and  if  it  were  held  that  the 
words  ''  which  are  not  mentioned  in  this  act"  exdode  the 
offences  mentioned  in  the  33d  article,  by  whomsoever  they 
may  be  committed,  we  should  protect  every  private  saiter 
from  being  punished  for  a  misdemeanour,  if  that  misde- 
meanour fell  within  any  of  the  words  used  in  the  33d  artide, 
as  cruelty,  8cc.  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  these  words 
are  to  be  read  as  if  '*  that  is''  had  been  used  instead  of 
"  and.*' 


LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  offence  is  not  within  the  24th,  3l8t,  or  33d  article. 
Then  the  question  arises,  whether  it  is  within  the  36th. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  word  ^*  crime"  has  the  same  force 
as  ''  offence.''  The  proper  definition  of  crime,  is,  that  it  is 
an  offence  punishable  by  law.  It  is  also  insisted  that  the 
charge  comes  within  the  33d  article,  and  that  it  is  thereby 
excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  36th.  I  think  the  33d 
article  is  intended  to  apply  not  to  crimes,  but  to  conduct 
unbecoming  the  character  of  an  officer. 


(a)  4Bla.  Com.  1. 
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Parke,  J. — I  think  the  offence  charged  against  tb^  i«^. 
plaintiff  is  within  the  S6th  article.  The  33d  article  applies, 
not  to  indictable  offences,  but  to  conduct  unbecoming  the 
character  of  an  officer,  committed  by  a  captain,  commander, 
or  lieutenant.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  offence 
in  question  is  not  within  the  33d  article,  and  that  being  an 
offence  not  capital,  it  falls  within  the  provisions  of  the  36th 
article. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Smith  v.  Surman. 

Assumpsit.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  ^^  y^^  p^^,^ 

that  plaintiff,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  at  request  of  defendant,  bar-  sold  to  B.  the 

gained  with  defendant  to  sell  to  him,  and  defendant  agreed  tain  growing 

to  buy  of  plaintiff,  a  large  quantity  of  timber,  to  wit,  229  exc^di^n^^'^iof 

feet  of  timber,  lying  and  being  in  and  upon  certain  lands  of  B.  gave  direc- 

plaintiff,  at  a  certain  price,  to  wit,  the  price  of  l5. 6d,  for  Jj^^j^  ^^eg 

each  and  every  foot  thereof,  to  be  fetched  and  carried  away  and  offered  to 

by  defendant  from  the  said  lauds  of  plaintiff,  and  to  be  paid  ^^  q^    j^^ 

for  by  defendant,  at  the  price  aforesaid,  within  a  reasonable  *^y.^®"®J!;  ''®* 

,  .  .  quired  B.  to 

time  then  next  following;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  and  paj  for  the 

that  plaintiff,  at  like  request  of  defendant,  had  promised  [e™^'^'^^;;^;?! 

defendant  to  permit  defendant  to  fetch  and  carry  away  the  ed  that  he  had 

said  timber  from  the  said  lands  of  plaintiff,  defendant  pro-  jj^ber  but 

mised  plaintiff  to  fetch  and  carry  away  the  said  timber  from  that  it  was 
,  .  .  ,       ,       ^    ,  .     .«•        ,  t  •   .•«•  r      .1  conditioned  to 

the  said  lands  of  plamtiff,  and  to  pay  plamtiti  for  the  same,  be  sound,  and 

at  the  price  aforesaid,  within  a  reasonable  time.     Breach,  ^^^  "®^  ^•. 

*^  1       •     .         *"  assumpsit 

that  defendant  refused  to  fetch  and  carry  away  the  timber^  for  the  price 

or  to  pay  for  the  same.     Counts,  for  goods  sold  and  deli-  ^^^i^^"^^^' 

vered,  and   for  goods   bargained    and    sold.      Plea,   non  that  there  was 

no  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land,  or  any  interest  in  land,  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  (29  Car,  2,  c.  3.)  Secondly,  that  there  was  a  contract  for  tlie  sale  of  goods 
within  the  seventeenth  section.  Thirdly,  that  the  letters  did  not  constitute  a  note  in 
writing  of  the  contract,  because  they  varied  in  their  description  of  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  And,  fourthly,  that  there  was  no  part-acceptance,  or  actual  receipt,  of  the 
goods <by  the  buyer. 
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assumpsit ;  and  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before  Vaughan, 
B.,  at  the  Worcestershire  summer  assizes,  1828^  the  case  was 
this :  The  plaintiff  had  given  orders  to  have  some  ash  trees 
cut  down  in  a  coppice,  of  which  he  was  the  proprietor; 
and  the  defendant,  while  the  trees  were  being  cut«  and  after 
two  of  them  had  been  actually  felled,  came  to  the  coppice, 
and  the  plaintiff  pointed  out  to  him  the  trees,  which  were 
numbered.  The  defendant,  after  looking  at  the  trees,  said 
to  one  of  the  by-standers  that  he  had  made  a  good  bargain, 
and  told  one  of  the  persons  who  were  cutting  them  to  tell 
tlie  other  men  to  cross-cut  them  fair;  and  they  were  cut 
accordingly.  The  defendant  afterwards  stated  that  be  bad 
bought  only  10  trees^  (instead  of  14,  for  which  the  action 
was  brought,)  and  that  the  reason  he  did  not  take  them 
was,  that  they  were  unsound.  The  trees,  upon  being  cut, 
measured  229  feet  7  inches.  The  defendant  afterwards 
saw  the  person  who  had  measured  them,  and  offered  to  sell 
him  the  butts,  which,  he  said,  he  had  bought  of  the  plaintiff; 
but  this  not  being  acceded  to,  the  defendant  asked  him  if 
he  knew  any  person  who  wanted  any  butts;  adding,  that 
he  would  go  to  the  plaintiff,  and  convert  the  tops  into 
building-stuff.  The  defendant  not  having  taken  the  timber 
away,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  sent  him  the  following  letter: 
"  Sir, — I  am  directed  by  Mr.  Smith,  of  Norton  Hall,  to 
request  you  will  forthwith  pay  for  the  ash  timber  which 
you  purchased  of  him.  The  trees  are  numbered  from  1  to 
14,  and  contain,  upon  a  very  fair  admeasurement,  229  feet 
7  inches.  The  value,  at  Is.  6d.  per  foot,  amounts  to 
17/.  3s.  6d,  T  understand  your  objection  to  complete  your 
contract  is  on  the  ground  that  the  timber  is  faulty  and 
unsound;  but  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
same  timber  is  very  kind  and  superior,  and  a  superior 
marketable  article.  I  understand  you  object  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  trees  were  cross-cut,  but  there  is  also  evidence 
to  prove  that  they  were  so  cut  by  your  direction.  Unless 
the  debt  is  immediately  discharged,  I  have  instructions  to 
commence  an  action  against  you." 
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The  defendant  answered  as  follows: — 

"  Sir, — I  have  this  moment  received  a  letter  from  you 
respecting  Mr.  Smith*s  timber,  which  I  bought  of  him  at 
U.  6d,  per  foot,  to  be  sound  and  good,  which  I  have  some 
doubts  whether  it  is  or  not;  but  he  promised  to  make  it 
BO,  and  now  denies  it.  When  I  saw  him  he  told  me  I 
should  dot  have  any  without  all;  so  we  agreed  on  those 
terms,  and  I  expected  him  to  sell  it  to  somebody  else/' 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  contract  was  one  for  the  sale  of 
growing  trees,  and  therefore  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in 
land,  within  the  principle  laid  down  in  Scorell  v.  Boxall(a) ; 
or,  that  if  it  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares  and 
merchandises^  still,  the  price  being  10/.  and  upwards,  and 
there  being  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the 
contract,  the  action  was  not  maintainable.  The  learned 
Judge  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  contract  was  one  for 
the  sale  of  goods  only,  and  that  the  correspondence  between 
the  defendant  and  the  plaintiflf's  attorney  furnished  a  suf- 
ficient memorandum  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  His  lordship,  therefore,  directed 
the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  17/.  35.  6^., 
but  gave  the  defendant  permission  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit.   A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Russell,  Serjt.,  and  Shutt,  now  shewed  cause.  There  is 
no  ground  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  in  this  case.  First, 
this  was  not  a  "  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  tenements  or 
hereditaments^  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  The  trees  were  in  the  course  of  being  felled  at 
the  time  when  the  bargain  was  in  progress,  and  two  of 
tbem  were  actually  felled  before  the  bargain  was  completed. 
The  contract  therefore  was,  not  for  growing  trees,  but  for 
the  produce  of  growing  trees,  namely,  timber;  for  timber 
does  not,  properly  speaking,  mean  growing  trees,  but  that 

(a)  1  Y.  &  J.  396. 
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18110.        portion  of  the  trees  which*  when  felled,  makes  wood  fit  for 
building  and  manufacturing  purposes.     Scorell  v.  BoxnUia) 
has  DO  application  to  the  present  case.    That  was  an  actioD 
of  trespass  brought  by  the  purchaser  of  uiiderwood,  then 
standing,  to  be  cut  by  him ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
the  plaintiff,  having  purchased  by  parol  only,  had  such  a 
possession  as  would  enable  him  to  maintain  trespass  against 
the  defendant  for  cutting  and  carrying  away  the  underwood. 
The  Court  of  Excbequar  were  of  opinion  that  he  bad  not; 
that  the  contract  was  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  sod 
therefore  that  it  ought  to  have  been  in  writing  in  order  to 
pass  any  interest  to  the  purchaser.    Here  the  contract  was 
not  for  the  sale  of  any  interest  in  land,  but  for  die  saVe  of 
the  timber  which  would  be  produced  from  the  trees  when 
they  should  be  severed  from  the  freehold.    The  defendaat 
in  this  case  could  not  have  entered  upon  the  land  for  the 
purpose  of  felling  the  trees  without  being  a  trespasser;  and 
that  is  the  true  test  by  which  to  try  whether  the  trees  them- 
selves were  sold  as  growing  trees,  or  that  only  which  they 
would  produce  when  felled,  namely,  the  timber.    If  the 
word  timber  is  construed  as  denoting  trees  only  when  severed 
from  tlie  freehold,  that  will  reconcile  the  modem  eases  with 
the  opinions  expressed  by  Treby,  C.  J.,  and  Powell,  J.,  in 
1  Ld.  Raymond,  182(6),  namely,  that  a  sale  of  timber  grow* 
ing  upon  the  land  may  be  by  parol,  because  it  is  but  a  bare 
chattel.     That  opinion  is  cited  as  an  authority  in  BuHer's 
Nisi  Prius  (c),  and  is  referred  to  by  Holroyd,  J*,  without 
disapprobation,  in  Mayfield  v.  WacUleyy  where  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  upon  a  parol  contract  for 
the  sale  of  crops  of  growing  wheat  (^f).     The  mere  circum- 
stance of  corn  or  trees  existing  in  the  soil  in  a  growing 
state  at  the  date  of  a  contract  for  their  sale,  will  not  con* 
stitute  them  an  interest  in  the  soil.     They  nuiy  or  may  not 
be  an  interest  in  the  land,  according  to  circumstances;  and 
the  question  whether  they  are  so  or  not,  will  depend  upon 

(a)  1  Y.  &J,S96.  (c)  P.  28«. 

(6)  Uttkwood  V.  Smith,  (iQ  5  D.  &  R.  S24 ;  S  B.  &  C.  S5T. 
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the  nature  of  the  agreement  made  between  the  parties^  and         ^^^9. 
the  rights  which  that  agreement  confers  upon  the  purchaser. 
If  it  give  him  an  exclusive  right  to  the  land  for  a  term^  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  profit  of  the  growing  surface,  that 
will  constitute  an  interest  in  the  land.     Crosby  v.  Waeb* 
worth  (a)  was  a  case  of  that  description;  for  there  the  pur* 
chaser  of  a  growing  crop  of  grass  was,  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  to  mow  the  grass  and  make  it  into  hay ;  therefore 
he  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  land  for  that  pur- 
pose>  and  might  have  maintained  trespass  against  any  per- 
son entering  upon  the  land  and  taking  the  grass.     In  Em- 
merson^,  Heeiis(b),  where  a  sale  of  growing  turnips  was 
held  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  no  time  was  stipulated 
for  their  removal,  and  the  degree  of  their  maturity  was  not 
precisely  ascertained;  and  in  Evans  v*Roberts{c),  Bayley,J. 
stated,  that  '*  he  thought  that  in  that  case  the  growing  tur- 
nips, at  the  time  of  the  contract,  were  chattels"  {d).     In 
Parker  v.  St€iniland{e)  it  was  held,  that  a  contract  by  the 
owner  of  a  close  cropped  with  potatoes,  made  on  the  21st 
of  November,  to  sell  them  at  so  much  per  sack,  the  buyer 
to  get  them  out  of  the  ground  immediately,  was  not  a  con- 
tract for  any  interest  in  land,  but  was  the  same  as  if  the 
potatoes  had  been  sold  in  a  warehouse,  from  whence  they 
were  to  be  removed  by  the  buyer.    And  there  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said,  ''  the  liberty  which  the  defendant  had,  of 
entering  the   close  for  the  purpose   of  taking  the  crop^ 
amounted  to  an  easement,  and  nothing  more.     No  interest 
in  the  land  itself  passed,  or  was  intended  to  pass,  by  the 
contract.     The  defendant  could  not  have  maintained  eject- 
ment to  recover  possession  of  the  crop.     In  this  respect 
this  case  differed  materially  from  that  of  Crosby  v.  Wads- 
worth  (f),  which  he  was  not  disposed  to  extend.**    The 
same  principle  was  recognised  in  the  case  of  Warwick  v. 


(a)  6  East,  602 ;  2  Smith,  559.         ((Q  5  B.  &  C.  835. 

(b)  i  Taunt.  38.  (c)  11  East,  362. 
(c)8D.&R.611;5B.&C.829.         (f)  6  East,  602;  3  Smith,  559. 
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Bruce  {a),  where  the  same  learned  Judge  observed,  "  if 
this  had  been  a  contract  conferring  an  exclusive  right  to 
the  land  for  a  time,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  profit  of 
the  growing  surface,  it  would  be  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
an  interest  in  or  concerning  lands,  and  would  then  Ml 
unquestionably  within  the  range  of  Crosby  v.  Wad$u)orth{b)» 
But  here  is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  potatoes  at  so  much 
per  acre;  the  potatoes  are  the  8ubject*matter  of  sale;  and 
whether  at  the  time  of  sale  they  were  covered  with  earth  in 
the  field,  or  in  a  box,  still  it  was  a  sale  of  a  mere  chattel/' 
All  the  authorities  upon  the  subject  were  reviewed  in  the 
late  case  of  Evans  v.  Roberts  (c),  where  it  was  held,  that  a 
parol  agreement  made  on  the  25th  of  September  for  the 
sale  of  a  then  growing  cover  of  potatoes,  to  be  dag  by  the 
vendor,  and  carried  by  the  vendee,  when  at  maturity,  was 
not  a  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments, 
or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Secondly,  this  was  not  a  ''  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
wares,  or  merchandises,  for  the  price  of  10/.  and  upwards," 
requiring  either  a  part-acceptance,  or  a  memorandum  in 
writing  of  the  bargain,  within  the  meaning  of  the  seven- 
teenth section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  words  of 
tliat  clause  cannot  properly  be  extended  to  a  sale  of  timber 
to  be  afterwards  felled,  or  then  in  a  course  of  being  felled. 
This  was  an  executory  contract,  for  timber  to  be  produced 
out  of  trees  upon  which  work  and  labour  was  to  be  per- 
formed by  the  vendor  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendee.  Some- 
thing remained  to  be  done  by  the  seller,  in  order  to  give  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  that  specific  character  in 
which  alone  it  was,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  to  be 
taken  away  by  the  buyer.  The  contract,  therefore,  was 
one,  not  for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  sold,  but  for 
work,  labour,  and  materials  found  and  provided.    Upon  this 


(a)  2  M.&S.  205.  (c)  8  D.  &R.  611;  5  B.&C.  829. 

(6)  6  East,  602;  2  Smith,  559. 
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point  they  cited  Towers  v.Osborne{a),  Clayton  v.  Andrews{b\ 

and  Groves  v.  Buck  (c). 

Bot,  tliirdly,  even  if  this  were  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  within  the  statute,  there 
was  a  sufficient  part-acceptance  of  the  goods  sold,  and  a 
sufficient  note  in  writing  of  the  bargain,  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute.  The  defendant  dealt  with  the  timber  as 
if  it  were  actually  in  his  possession ;  and  it  has  been  held, 
that  where  the  purchaser  of  goods  so  deals  with  them,  he 
thereby  supersedes  the  necessity  of  proving  an  actual  deli- 
very and  acceptance :  Chaplin  v.  Rogers  {d),  Elmore  v. 
Sioneie),  Phillimore  v. Barry  (/).  [Bayley,  J.  What  evi- 
dence was  there  of  the  defendant's  dealing  with  the  timber? 
In  what  way  did  he  deal  with  it?]  He. spoke  of  it  as  his 
own ;  he  said  he  had  made  a  good  bargain ;  he  gave  direc- 
tions respecting  the  cross-cutting ;  and  he  offered  to  sell 
the  butts.  That  amounted  to  a  dealing  with  the  timber  as 
his  own,  like  the  case  of  Blenkinsop  v.  Clayton  (g),  where 
a  person  having  bargained  for  a  horse  then  in  the  stable, 
afterwards  brought  in  a  third  person,  told  him  that  he  had 
purchased  it,  and  offered  to  sell  it  to  him  for  a  profit  of  5L 
[Bay/ey,  J.  The  evidence  was  stronger  there  than  it  is 
here ;  and  yet  there,  all  that  the  Court  decided  was^  that 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of 
acceptance  or  non-acceptance.  Parke,  J.  Is  not  Tempest 
V.  Fitzgerald  (A)  an  authority  against  you  upon  this  point  i 
Had  not  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  a  lien  upon  the  timber 
for  the  price?  If  he  had,  that  shews  there  had  been  no 
delivery  and  acceptance.  That  is  one  mode  of  trying  the 
question.]  At  any  rate  there  was  a  sufficient  note  in  writ- 
ing of  the  bargain.  It  is  clear  that  two  distinct  written 
instruments  may  be  coupled  together,  so  as  to  constitute  a 
memorandum  of  a  contract,  to  satisfy  the  statute :  Jackson 

(a)  1  Sera.  506.  (e)  1  Taunt.  458. 

(6)  4  Burr.  2101.  (/)  1  Campb.  513. 

<c)  3  M.  &  S.  178.  (g)  7  Taunt.  597 ;  1  Moore,  39& 

id)  1  East,  192.  (A)  3  B.  &  A.  680. 
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l^^  V.  Lmve  (a),  Saunderson  v.  Jackson  (i),  Schneider  v.  Nw^ 
ris  (c).  Grant  v.  Fletcher  (d).  So  coupled,  the  letter  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant's 
answer,  constitute  a  sufficient  memorandum  of  the  contract 
The  former  contains  an  assertion  of  the  contract,  widi  a 
statement  of  the  quantity,  quality  and  price  of  the  timber^ 
and  the  latter  admits  and  confirms  it.  [Bayley,  J.  It 
admits  the  contract,  the  quantity,  and  the  price,  but  denies 
the  quality ;  therefore  the  two  papers  do  not  agree,  and 
cannot  be  coupled  together:  Richards  \.  Porter (e).']  There 
the  letter  of  the  purchaser  falsified  the  contract  itsdf,  forit 
stated  that  the  hops  had  not  been  sent  at  the  time  stipu- 
lated by  the  contract:  besides,  it  contained  a  distinct  refusal 
to  accept  the  hops. 

Jervis,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Bayley,  J^ — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bargain  in  this 
case  was  not  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  any  lands,  tenements 
or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  The  contract  was  not  for  the  growing  trees,  but 
for  the  timber,  at  so  much  per  foot ;  that  is  to  say,  die  pro- 
duce  of  the  trees  when  they  should  be  cut  down  and  severed 
from  the  freehold.  Then,  three  points  have  been  made 
upon  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute.  First,  it  was 
said  that  this  was  a  mixed  contract  for  goods  and  chattels, 
and  for  work  and  labour  to  be  bestowed  and  performed  b; 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant.  I  think  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  bargain  is,  that  it  is  a  contract  for  the  future 
sale  of  the  timber  when  it  should  be  in  a  fit  state  for 
delivery.  The  vendor,  in  felling  the  timber  and  preparing 
it  for  delivery,  was,  in  my  opinion,  doing  work  for  himself, 

(a)  7  Moore,  219;  1  Bingh.  9.  (d)  8  D.  &  R.  59;  5  B.  &  C. 

(6)  2  B.  &  P.  238.  436. 

(c)  2  M.  &  S.  286.  (e)  6  B.  &  C.  437. 
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dnd  not  for  the  Vendue.     Gatbutt  v.  Watsoff  (a)  is  an  express         1 8?<^. 
authority  upon  this  point.     There  the  plaintiiFs,  who  were 
millers,  contracted  with  the  defendant,  a  corn  merchant,  for 
the  sale  of  100  sacks  of  flour,  at  50s.  per  sack,  "  to  be  pre^ 
pared  and  shipped"  within  three  weeks.     There  was  no 
memorandum  in  writing  of  the  contract.     The  flour  was 
not  at  that  time  prepared ;  and  it  was  held  that  that  was  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute. 
Upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  I  think  that  this  is  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute,  and 
that  there  ought  to  have  been  a  note  or  memorandum  of  it 
in  writing,  or  a  part-acceptance,  earnest,  or  part  payment. 
Then  it  was  said  that  the  defendant  had  recognised  in 
writing  the  contract  stated  in  the  tetter  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney.    I  agree  that 'if  there  had  been  a  letter  written 
by  the  vendor  or  his  agent  to  the  purchaser,  specifying  the 
terms  of  a  contract,  and  the  purchaser  in  his  answer  had 
recognised  that  contract,  there  would  have  been  a  note  in 
writing  of  the  bargain,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute.    But 
the  defendant  in  this  case  did  not  in  his  answer  recognise 
the  contract  stated  in  the  letter  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney. 
The  two  letters  vary  essentially  in  their  description  of  the 
contract,  in  respect  of  the  quality  of  the  goods  to  be  sold. 
The  letter  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  speaks  of  the  contract 
as  one  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  timber  at  Is.  6d.  per 
foot,  without  reference  to  quality;  whereas  the  defendant, 
in  bis  answer,  says,  that  it  was  part  of  the  contract  that  the 
timber  should  be  sound  and  good,  that  Mr.  Smith  denied* 
it,  and  refused  to  let  him  have  any  without  all,  and  that  he 
expected  him  to  sell  it  to  somebody  else.     It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  vendee  did  not  consider  it  a  binding  bargain, 
and  did  not  intend  to  make  it  so.     What  the  terms  of  the 
contract  really  were,  is  left  in  doubt  by  the  letters,  and 
must  be  ascertained  by  verbal  testimony.     Now  that  is 

(a)  1  D.  &  R.  219;  5  B.  &  A.  613. 
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precisely  what  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  prevent; 
for  it  was  intended  that  the  note  in  writing  should  exclude 
al]  doubt  as  to  the  terms  of  the  contract;  which  is  not  done 
by  the  defendant's  letter,     I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  note  in  writing  of  the  contract  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute.     It  was  next  contended,  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  that  there  had  been  an  acceptance  and  actual 
receipt  by  the  defendant  of  part  of  the  property  sold,  so  as 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  exception  in  the  seventeenth 
section.     I  think  there  was  no  such  acceptance  or  actual 
receipt,  nor  any  thing  equivalent  to  it.     In  all  the  cases 
cited  there  was  something  equivalent  to  an  acceptance.  In 
Chaplin  v.  Rogers  (a)  the  vendee  actually  sold  the  hay  again; 
and  the  jury  from  thence  drew  the  conclusion  that  there 
had  been  an  actual  acceptance.    In  Elmore  v.  Stone  (b)ii» 
horses  were  purchased  of  a  horse  dealer,  who  was  also  a 
livery  stable  keeper.    The  buyer  directed  the  seller  to  keep 
the  horses  at  livery ;  and  they  M'ere  removed  from  the  place 
of  sale  to  the  livery  stable.    The  buyer  became  liable  to 
the  livery  stable  keeper  for  the  keep;  which  could  not  have 
been  the  case  unless  the  horses  had  been  supposed  to  have 
passed  into  his  possession.    The  direction  given  by  the 
vendee  was  considered  equivalent  to   an   acceptance  or 
actual  receipt  by  him  of  the  horses.    The  vendor  was  con- 
verted into  the  agent  of  the  purchaser  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  the  horses ;  and  they  might  fairly  be  considered  as 
much  in  the  possession  of  the  purchaser  as  if  they  had  been 
transferred  to  his  own  stable.     For  these  reasons  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  contract  for  the  sale 
of  an  interest  in  land,  within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  sec- 
tion of  the  statute,  but  that  there  was  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  goodsj  .wares,  and  merchandises,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  seventeenth  section ;  that  the  letters  did  not  consti- 
tute a  sufficient  note  in  writing  of  the  bargain;  and  that 
there  was  no  part-acceptance  of  the  goods  sold,  so  as  to 
dispense  with  such  a  note.    It  follows  that  the  action  is 

(a)  1  East,  194.  (6)  1  Taunt.  458. 
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not  mainUiiiMible,  and  that  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonnuit        1989. 


must  be  made  absolute. 


LiTTLBDALBi  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  object 
of  the  legislature  in  passing  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  stated 
in  the  preamble,  to  be  ''  for  prevention  of  many  fraudulent 
practices,  which  are  commonly  endeavoured  to  be  upheld 
by  perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury;"  and  for  the  purpose 
of  effecting  that  object,  it  requires  that  the  terms  of  con- 
tracts shall  be  reduced  into  writing,  or  that  some  other 
requisite  shall  be  complied  with,  to  shew  manifestly  that  the 
contract  has  been  completed.  I  infer  from  the  preamble 
of  the  statute  that  the  legislature  intended  to  include,  within 
some  of  its  sections,  the  subject-matter  of  all  contracts ;  and 
the  various  contracts  enumerated  in  the  succeeding  sections 
seem  to  variant  the  same  inference.  The  first  section 
enacts,  that  parol  leases  shall  have  the  effect  of  leases  at 
will  only.  The  second  section  excepts  out  of  the  first, 
leases  not  exceeding  the  term  of  three  years,  where  the  rent 
reserved  during  the  term  amounts  to  two-thirds  of  the 
improved  value.  The  third  section  enacts,  that  no  leases, 
whether  of  freehold  or  terms  of  years,  shall  be  assigned, 
granted,  or  surrendered,  unless  by  deed,  or  note  in  writing* 
The  first  three  sections  apply  to  contracts  which,  before 
the  passing  of  the  statute,  were  usually,  though  not  neces-i 
sarily,  under  seal.  The  fourth  section  applies  to  those 
verbal  promises  or  agreements  which,  before  the  passing 
of  the  statute,  were  probably,  in  most  instances,  reduced 
bto  writing,  though  not  necessarily  so.  That  section 
enacts,  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  in  the  cases  spe* 
cified,  unless  the  agreement,  or  some  memorandum  or  note 
thereof,  shall  be  in  writing.  The  agreements  specified  are, 
a  special  promise  by  an  executor  or  administrator  to  answer 
damages  out  of  his  own  estate;  a  special  promise  to  answer 
for  the  debt  of  another  person;  an  agreement  made  in  conr 
sideration  of  marriage;  a  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning 

vol*.  IV.  H  H 
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them ;  and  an  agreement  not  to  be  performed  within*  the 
space  of  one  year  from  the  making  thereof.    Such  contracts, 
from  their  very  special  nature  and  subject-matter,  would 
probably  have  been  reduced  into  writing;  but  this  section 
expressly  requires  that  they  shall  be  so.     The  fifth  and  sixth 
sections  apply  to  devises  of  lands.    The  seventh,  eighth, 
ninths  tenth,  and  eleventh  sections  apply  to  declarations  of 
trusts ;  which  are  also  required  to  be  in  writiog .    The 
twelfth  section  makes  estates  pur  autre  vie  devisable.  The 
thirteenth,  fourteenth,  fifteenth,  fltnd  sixteenth  sectixHis  apply 
to  judgments  and  executions.     I  mention  these  only  cur- 
sbrily.    Then  comes  the  seventeenth  section,  which  enacts, 
that  no  contract  for  the  sale  of  any  goods,  wares  or  mer- 
chandises, for  the  price  of  10/.  or  upwards,  shall  be  allowed 
to  be  good,  except  the  buyer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods 
so  sold,  and  actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something 
in  earnest  to  bind  the  bargain  or  in  part  payment,  or  that 
some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bargain.be 
made  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  by  such  con- 
tract, or  their  agents  thereunto  lawfully  authorised.    Now, 
looking  at  the  object  of  the  statute  as  disclosed  by  the 
preamble,  I  infer  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
to  embrace  within  the  fourth  and  seventeenth  sections  the 
subject-matter  of  every  verbal  contract,  the  uncertainty  in 
the  terms  of  which  was  likely  to  lead  to  perjury  or  suborna- 
tion of  peijury.    A  contract  for  mere  work  and  labour  is 
not  expressly  mentioned  in  those  sections,  and  may  there- 
fore not  be  within  the  statute;  but  where  the  contracting 
parties  contemplate  a  sale  of  goods,  although  the  subject- 
matter,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  may  not  exist 
as  goods,  but  is  to  be  wrought  into  that  state  by  the  vendor's 
bestowing  work  and  labour  upon  his  ra%v  materials :  that, 
in  my  opinion,  is  a  case  within  the  statute.    It  appeacs  to 
me  to  be  suflicient,  if,  at  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the 
contract,  the  subject<*matter  be  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dises.    I  cannot,  therefore,  for  one,  subscribe  to  the  doc- 
trine of  any  case  in  which  it  has  been  decided  that  sach  a 
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contract  is  not  within  the  statute.    Applying  this  my  view        i839. 
of  the  different  sections  to  the  present  case,  I  think  that 
this  contract  was  not  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning 
the  same,  within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section.    The 
words  in  that  section  relate  to  contracts,  whether  for  the 
sale  of  the  fee-simple  or  of  some  interest  less  than  the  fee, 
which  would  give  the  vendee  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  land 
for  a  given  time.     In  this  case,  even  if  the  contract  had 
been  for  the  sale  of  the  trees,  with  specific  liberty  to  the 
vendee  to  enter  upon  the  land  and  cut  them,  I  think  it 
would  not  have  given  him  an  interest  in  the  land  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.    The  object  of  a  person  selling 
timber  is  to  pass  to  his  vendee  the  property  in  the  trees 
when  they  become  goods  and  chattels,  and  not  to  give  him 
an  interest  in  his  land.    In  this  case  the  seller  was  to  cut 
the  trees ;  and  his  intention  clearly  was,  not  to  give  the 
buyer  any  property  in  the  trees  until  they  had  been  cut, 
and  had  ceased  to  be  part  of  the  freehold.    For  these 
reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  present  is  not  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  any  interest  in  lands.    Assuming  this  to  be 
so,  then  arises  the  question  whether  the  case  is  not  within 
the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute.    It  was  formerly 
held,  that  where  the  goods  which  formed  the  subject-matter 
of  the  sale  were  not  to  be  delivered  till  a  future  day,  as 
one  of  the  three  requisites  of  that  section,  namely,  a  part- 
acceptance,  could  not  possibly  be  complied  with  at  the 
time  of  the  contract,  the  case  was  not  within  the  section. 
Later  authorities,  however,  have  established  that  such  a 
contract  is  within  the  section,  whether  the  goods  are  to  be 
delivered  immediately  or  not.    These  cases^  therefore,  have 
established,  that  where  two  of  the  requisites  of  the  seven- 
teenth section  can,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  be  carried 
into  effect,  the  case  is  within.it,  although  one  of  those  requi- 
sites cannot  then  be  carried  into  effect     There  is  another 
class  of  cases,  where  the  article  contracted  for  has  not 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  but  was  to  be  produced 
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by  work  and  labour  to  be  performed  by  the  vendor ;  as, 
for  instance.  Groves  v.  Buck  {a),  where  the  contract  was 
for  oak  pins  not  then  made,  but  to  be  cut  out  of  slabs ;  and 
Tmoers  v«  Osborne  {b),  where  the  contract  was  for  a  chaiiot 
to  be  built.    In  such  cases,  undoubtedly,  the  contract  has 
been  considered  rather  as  a  contract  for  work  and  labour 
than  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  and 
has  been  held  not  to  be  within  the  statute.     The  impresaon 
upon  my  mind,  however,  is,  that  wherever  the  subject- 
matter,  at  the  time  of  completing  the  contract,  is  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandises,  this  section  of  the  statute  applies, 
although  it  has  become  goods,  wares  and  merdiajidises 
between  the  time  of  making  and  diat  of  completing  the 
contract,  either  by  one  of  the  parties  bestowing  his  work 
and  labour  upon  his  own  materials,  or  by  his  convertii^  a 
portion  of  his  own  freehold  into  goods  and  chattels.    It 
appears  to  me  of  even  greater  importance  that  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  statute  should  apply  where  the  contract  is 
executory,  than  where  it  is  to  be  executed  inamediately. 
The  uncertainty  in  the  terms  of  executory  contracts  is  espe- 
cially calculated  to  give  rise  to  disputes,  and  consequently 
to  the  perjury  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to 
prevent    In  the  case  of  the  chariot,  for  instance,  a  dispute 
might  have  arisen  at  any  time  before  its  completion,  about 
the  materials  of  which  it  was  to  be  framed,  or  the  colour  in 
which  it  was  to  be  painted;  and  then  it  would  have  become 
necessary  to  resort  to  parol  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  which  evidence  it  was  the  avowed  and  chief  object 
of  the  statute  to  exclude.     I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  contract  in  this  case  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  within  the  operation  of 
the  seventeenth  section.    Assuming  it  to  be  such  a  con- 
tract, I  am  also  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  sufficient  note 
in  writing  of  it.    The  correspondence  between  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  and  the  defendant  cannot  be  considered  as 
amounting  to  such  a  note  in  writing.    Not  only  did  it  take 

(a)  3  M.  &  S.  178.  (6)  1  Stre.  506. 
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place  after  the  time  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  had 
expired,  but  the  two  letters  do  not  agree  as  to  the  terms  of 
the  contract.    The  letter  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  speaks 
of  it  as  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  so  much  timber,  at  so 
much  per  foot,  without  any  reference  to  quality.     The  de- 
fendant's letter  states  that  it  was  a  contract  with  a  condi- 
tion that  the  timber  should  be  sound  and  good,  though 
the  plaintiff  had  subsequently  denied  that  that  was  one  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract.     And,  for  the  reasons  stated  by 
my  brother  Bayleyt  which  I  need  not  repeat,  I  think  that 
there  was  no  acceptance  of  the  goods  sold,  so  as  to  dis- 
pense with  a  note  in  writing  altogether,  according  to  the 
exception  in  that  part  of  the  statute.     I  agree,  therefore, 
that  the  present  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be 
made  absolute. 
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Parke,  J. — I  concur  in  opinion  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court.    The  defendant  could  take  no  interest  in  the  land 
by  this  contract,  because  he  could  not  acquire  any  pro- 
perty in  the  trees  till  they  were  cut     The  contract  was 
dearly  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  within 
the  serenteenth  section  of  the  statute.     It  was  certainly 
held  in  Grove$  v.  Buck  (a\  that  the  statute  did  not  apply 
to  a  sale  of  goods,  which  at  the  time  of  the  contract  were 
not  capable  of  delivery  and  acceptance;  but  that  case  was 
overruled  by  Garbuit  v.  Watson  (b).    There  it  was  held, 
that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  quantity  of  flour  which,  at 
the  time  of  the  contract,  was  not  prepared,  or  in  a  state 
capable  of  immediate  delivery,  was,  substantially,  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  flour,  and  not  a  contract  for  work  and 
labour,  and  materials  found  and  provided.     The  true  cri- 
terion in  such  cases  is,  whether  the  contract  is  substantially 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  or  for  work  and  labour, 
and  materials  found.     Here  the  contract  was  substantially 
for  the  sale  of  goods,  namely,  timber,  at  so  much  per  foot. 
Then  assuming  that  there  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 

(a)  3  M.  &  S.  178.  (6)  1  D.  &  B^  219;  5  B. &  A.  613. 
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180.        goods  within  the  aevenleenth  section^  the  next  question  is, 
Smith        whether  there  was  aoy  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of 
V-  that  contract     The  two  letters  do  not«  in  my  opinion, 

amount  to  a  note  in  writing  of  the  contract,  because  the 
contract  stated  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  is  not  adopted  by 
the  defendant.     On  the  contraiyi  it  is  evident  that  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  assent  to  the  contract  stated  on  the  put 
of  the  plaintiff.    The  only  remaining  question  is«  whether 
there  has  been  a  part-acceptance  of  the  goods  sold,  and  an 
actual  receipt  of  the  same,  by  the  buyer.    In  the  older 
cases  I  think  the  Court  cannot  have  adverted  to  the  words 
of  the  statute,  for  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  reconcile 
those  decisions  with,  those  words.     But  in  the  later  cases 
of  Howe  V.  Palmer  (a).  Tempest  v.  Fitzgerald  (6),  Hamon 
V.  Armitage  (c),  and  Carter  v.  Toussiunt  (d),  it  has  been 
decided,  that  unless  there  has  been  such  a  mode  of  dealing 
on  the  part  of  the  buyer  as  deprives  him  of  all  right  to 
object  to  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  goods,  or  deprifes 
the  seller  of  his  right  of  lien,  there  cannot  be  any  ptrt- 
acceptance.     Here  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  the 
seller  had  lost  his  lien  for  the  price,  or  that  the  buyer  had 
lost  his  right  to  object  to  the  quality.     For  these  reasons 
I  concur  in  opinion  that  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit 

(a)  3  a&  A.  SSI.  (c)  1  D.  &  R.  1S8;  5  B.  &  A.  559. 

(6)  3  B.  &  A.  680.  (<0  1  D.  &  R.  515;  6  a&  A.  855. 
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The  King  v.  William  Williams.  v--n/-w 

A  HIS  was  an  indictment,  under  the  statute  21  Jac.  I,  c.  Upon  the  trial 

15  (a),  for  a  forcible  entry,  alleging  that  the  prosecutor,  mem  fo/a^'" 

ff  illiam  Letois,  was  interested  in  the  premises  for  a  term  of  Torcible  entry, 

years  unexpired  at  the  time  of  the  offence  committed^  and  under  8  H.'e, 

concluding  •*  against  the  form  of  the  statute/'    At  the  trial  ^-  ^>  ^^^^  ^'  ^> 
«    i>        Tr        I        n  fl  ■         i-       •  c.  16,  the  party 

before  Vaughan,  B.,  at  the  summer  assizes  for  the  county  dispossessed  is 

of  Monmouth,  1828,  Lewis,  the  prosecutor  and  the  party  "e^nt  wtt^^s^ 

dispossessed,  was  produced  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  for  the  prose- 

prosecution.     It  was  objected  that  he  was  incompetent.     Nor  is  it 

upon  the  ground  that  he  had  a  direct  interest  in  procuring  competent  to 
.    .  ...  ,,        .,    ..  .     ,  ^         .    the  defendant 

a  conviction,  which  would  entitle  him  to  judgment  of  resti-  to  impeach  the 

tution.    The  learned  iudge  received  the  evidence,  thoush  *^^®  of  the 
\.  .  ....  party  dispos- 

not  without  doubts  of  its  admissibility,  and  reserved  the  sessed. 

point.     The  evidence  was  material.     The  counsel  for  the  ^  indtcttnent 
defendant  then  tendered  evidence  to  shew  that  the  lease  is  brought  be- 
under  which  Lewis  had  entered  into  possession  of  the  pre-  certiorari  timt 
mises  was  invalid.     This  evidence  the  learned  judge  re-  Court  is  fcoimrf, 

,,.         /...         ,.  •  '11  "po"  convio- 

jected,  being  of  opinion  that  it  was  immaterial  what  estate  tion  (6),  to 

the  prosecutor  had  in  the  premises,  the  question  not  being  a****^  restitu- 
one  of  title  (c).   The  defendant  was  convicted.    In  Michael- 
mas term  last, 

(«)  Which  enacts,  **  that  such  possession  unto  tenants  for  terms 
judges,  justices,  or  justice  of  the  qfyeart,**  Sec.  &c. 
peace,  as  by  reason  of  anj^  act  or  (6)  As  to  restitution  before  trial, 
ads  of  pariiament  now  in  force  upon  indictment  found,  vide  po$i, 
are  aolhorised  and  enabled,  upon  473  (a),  483  (a), 
inquiry,  to  give  restitution  of  pos-  (c)  **  The  justice  or  justices  have 
session  unto  tenants  of  any  estate  power  to  summon  a  jury  to  try  the 
of  freehold^  of  their  lands  or  tene-  forcible  entry  or  detainer  com- 
ments which  shall  be  entered  upon  plained  of;  and,  if  the  same  be 
with  force,  or  from  them  with-  found  by  that  jury,  then  the  jus- 
holden  by  force,  shall  have  the  like  tices  shall  make  restitution  by  the 
and  the  same  authority  and  ability  sheriff  of  the  possession,  without 
from  henceforth,  (upon  indictment  inquiring  into  the  merit$  of  the 
of  such  forcible  entries,  or  forcible  title ;  for  the  force  is  the  only  thing 
withholdings,  before  them  duly  to  be  sued,  punished,  and  remedied 
foand,)  to  give  like  restitution  of  by  them."    4  Bla.Com.  148. 

<^  In  an  indictmentfora  fbnuble 
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1889.  Rtissell,  Serjt,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  upon 

Tlie  Ki    *    ^^^  points. .  Upon  the  second  point  he  contended^  that 

V.  although  such  evidence  v^ould  be  inadmissible  upon  an 

.    iLLiAMs.  indictment  for  a  forcible  entry  at  common  law,  it  became 

material,  and  therefore  admissible*   upon  an  iodictnient 

under  the  statute,   where  restitution  was  sought.    The 

statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  15,  provided  for  restitution  to  tenants 

for  terms  of  years,  and  it  became  necessary,  therefore,  to 

inquire  whether  the  party  claiming  restitution  as  a  tenant 

for  a  term  of  years  really  had  such  an  estate.    Here  the 

defendant  was  precluded  from  giving  evidence  to  Degati?e 

the  averment  of  such  an  estate  in  the  indictment 

Per  Curiam. — The  defendant  can  take  his  rule  upon  the 
first  point  only.  The  evidence  tendered  for  him  was  pro- 
perly  rejected.  It  is  conceded  that  such  evidence  would 
not  be  admissible  in  proceedings  at  common  law,  and  the 
statute  is  only  declaratory  and  in  furtherance  of  the  com* 
mon  law. 

At  the  sittings  in  Banc  after  last  Hilary  term, 

Maule  shewed  cause  against  the  rule.  The  prosecutor 
was  a  competent  witness.  The  only  authority  cited  at  the 
trial  in  support  of  the  objection  to  his  testimony,  was  a  very 
recent  nisi  prius  decision  in  Rex  v.  Beavan  (a).  LittledaleJ. 
certainly  rejected  the  evidence  of  the  prosecutor  in  that 
case,  but  seems  to  have  entertained  doubts  upon  the  ques- 
tion ;  and  the  point  was  not  brought  before  the  full  Court 

entry  upon  the  possession  of  a  restitution  5   and  it  need  not  be 

lessee  for  jrears,  proof  of  the  force  shewn  by  the  prosecutor  that  be 

and  of  such  possession  is  sufficient,  still  continued  to  be  seised."   Bei 

although  tbe  indictment  also  allege  v.  Dillon,  9  Chitt.  R.  3 14. 
that  the  premises  were  his  freehold,         (a)  1  R.  &  M.  842,  2  Russefl  oo 

and  such  allegation  is  not  proved."  Crimes,  601,  where  it  was  ruled  by 

Bex  V.  Lhyd,  Cald.  415.  LUtUdale,  J.  that,  **  on  an  indicti. 

"An  averment  in  an  indictment  ment  for  forcible  entry  and  de- 

for  a  forcible  entry,  that  the  pro-  tainer,  under  the  statutes  of  R.  2, 

secutor  was  ieised,  is  sufficient  to  and  /.  1,  the  party  aggrieved  was 

found  an  application  for  a  writ  of  not  a  competent  wiuiess.'' 
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The  argument  against  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  is 
foanded  upon  the  assumption  that  judgment  of  restitution 
must  necessarily  follow  a  conviction  in  this  case.  But  that 
is  by  no  means  clear ;  for  it  has  been  considered  that  al- 
though the  statute  was  imperative  upon  the  justices  below 
to  award  restitution^  it  left  that  matter  discretionary  with  the 
Court:  Dalian's  Justice,  c.  134 ;  Rex  v.  Marrow  (a).  But 
even  admitting  such  an  assumption  to  be  correct,  the  pro- 
secutor is  nevertheless  a  competent  witness.  The  prose- 
cutor in  this  case  had  no  greater  interest  than  prosecutors 
in  many  other  cases  have.  The  offence  of  forcible  entry  was 
oot  created  such  by  statute ;  it  existed  at  common  law;  and 
is  an  offence  which  the  public  at  large  have  a  direct  interest 
in  suppressing.  Then  a  statute  which  gives  a  prosecutor  a 
new  benefit,  as  an  encouragement  to  him  to  perform  his 
duty,  ought  not  to  deprive  the  crown  of  his  testimony,  and 
be  construed  so  as  to  defeat  its  own  object.  The  owner  of 
stolen  goods,  who  has  prosecuted  the  felon  to  conviction,  is 
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(a)  Cases  temp.  Hardw.    174. 
Tliat  was  an  indictment  for  a  forci- 
ble aatrj  oodertbe  statute;  and  tbe 
maipoalnote  of  that  case  is  this: 
-^^  Tbe  Court  has  a  diicretionary 
power  to  award  restitution  imm^ 
diatdy  upon  a  removal  of  an  indict- 
mentforaforcible  entry  b^  cerdorari 
before  plea;  and  therefore  will  put 
the  defendant  under  terms  to  plead 
or  demur  in  two  days,  and  if  he 
plead,  to  take  short  notice  of  trial.'' 
And  Lord  Hardwaickej  C.  J.  is  re- 
ported to  have  said,  ''  There  must 
be  a  writ  of  restitution  unless  the 
defendant  pleads  in  a  reasonable 
time.    There  are  very  few  prece- 
dents to  be  found.    ButbyIXi//(m'f 
JuMtke,  c.  131,  p.  314,  it  appears 
that  the  justices   of  the   King's 
Bench,  upon    an  indictment   re- 
moved by  certiorari,  may  aword 
nstitudon;  and  by  c.  134,  p.  319, 
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of  the  same  book,  it  is  said  to  be 
the  law  and  course  of  the  Courts 
*  That  restitution  is  a  thing  in  the 
diacreiUm  of  the  Court,  and  they 
will  grant  it  or  deny  it  as  the  jus- 
tice or  reason  of  the  case  shall  re- 
quire ;  and  that  it  being  a  thing 
dUereiumal,  the  equity  and  reason 
of  the  case  doth  often  incline  the 
Court  not  to  grant  it  where  they 
may  do  it,  especially  if  the  party  in 
possession  shall  offer  to  appear, 
and  go  to  speedy  trial  of  the  right; 
and  so,  says  the  book,  I  have  often 
observed  it  to  be  done."*  And 
Xcc,  J.  added,  "  The  business  of 
the  Court  is  to  reseise  the  party ; 
so  the  words  of  the  act  are ;  and  no 
damage  can  happen  to  the  defend- 
ant from  thence,  for  the  Court,  if 
he  shall  appear  to  have  right,  may 
afterwards  award  a  writ  of  restitu- 
tion to  the  defendant."  Vide  post. 
479  (fl),  483  (fl). 
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entitled  to  a  writ  of  restitution  under  the  statute  £1  Hen,%, 
ST  \r^      c.  i  I  (a);  and  yet  such  prosecutors  have  always  been  ad- 
V.  mitted  as  competent  witnesses.     \^Parke,  J.  That  statute 

W.Williams,  ^j^^g  restitution  where  the  felon  shall  be  attainted  *  by 
reason  of  evidence  given  by  the  party  robbed,  or  owner  of 
the  money,  8cc.  or  by  any  other  by  their  procurement,"  and 
therefore  expressly  recognises  the  owner  as  a  competent 
witness  (ft)].  The  statute  17  Geo.  2,  c.  40,  leaves  aa 
option  in  the  judge  either  to  inflict  corporal  punishment, 
or  to  impose  a  fine ;  yet  it  has  been  held  that  the  ex- 
pectation of  a  share  of  the  fine  did  not  render  a  witness 
incompetent  (c).  So,  a  witness  entitled  to  a  share  of  a 
penalty  under  the  statute  21  Geo.  S,  c.  37,  has  been  held  to 
be  a  good  witness  on  an  indictment  under  that  statute. 
Rex  V.  Teasdale  (d).  So,  in  an  action  upon  the  statute 
2,  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  for  bribery  at  an  election,  a  party  is  a  com- 
petent witness,  although  an  action  be  pending  against  him- 
self for  bribery  at  the  same  election,  and  although  he  intend 
to  avail  himself,  as  a  first  discoverer,  of  the  defendant's  con- 
viction, in  order  to  relieve  himself  from  the  penal^  for 


(o)  Repealed  by  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  only,  and  not  receivers,  and  did 

c.  S7 ;  and  by  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  29,  not  include  property  lost  by  false 

8. 57,  "  to  encourage  the  prosecu-  pretences,  or  by  other  misdemean- 

tion  of  offenders/*  it  is  enacted,  ours,    llie  owners  of  stolen  goods 

that  if  any  person  guilty  of  any  have    always    been    admitted  as 

felony  or  misdemeanour  under  that  competent  witnesses  under  the  aew 

act,  in  stealing,  &c.,  or  in  know-  statute. 

ingly  receiving,  any  property,  shall  (6)  This  observation,  applicable 

be  indicted  for  such  ofience  by,  or  to  the  old  statute,  on  which  the 

on  behalf  of  the  owner  of  the  pro-  cases  adverted  to  had  pixiceeded, 

perty,  or  his  executor  or  adminis-  of  course  decides  nothing  as  to  the 

trator,  and  convicted  thereof,  the  new  statute  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  cap.  S9, 

property  shall  be  restored  to  the  though  in  force  at  the  time  when 

owner  or  his  representative,  either  the  principal  case  was  aigaed. 

by  writ  of  restitution    to  be  a-  (c)  By  Lord   Kenyan  in  Rtx  v. 

warded,  or  summary  order  to  be  Ccie,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  169;  bat  that 

made,  by  the  Court  before  whom  learned  judge  had  at  one  time  en- 

the  offender  shall  be  tried.    This  tertained  a  different  opinion :  see 

makes  some  important  alterations  Rex  v.  JNachmmf  ibid.  95. 

in  the  law,  as  the  former  statute  (</)  3  Esp.  N.  P  C.  68. 
extended  to  prosecutions  of  thieves 
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vbicb  he  is  sued.  Heward  v.  Shipley  (a).    So,  on  a  prose-        i8S9. 
cution  for  penalties  under  the  statute  9  jinn.  c.  14,  s.  5, 
the  loaer  of  money  at  cards  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
the  loss,  Rex  v,  Lvckup  (jb) ;  and  on  a  prosecution  under  W.Williams. 
the  statute  23  Geo.  2,  c.  13,  s.  1,  for  seducing  artificers  to 
go  out  of  the  kingdonii  the  prosecutor  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness, although  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  penalty.  Rex  ▼• 
Johnton  (c).    Indeed,  it  seems  to  be  a  general  principle  in 
all  criminal  prosecutions,  that  the  interests  of  the  public, 
for  whose  protection,  mainly,  the  proceedings  are  instituted, 
shall  prevent  those  circumstances  from  operating  as  a  dis- 
quaiifcation  of  the  witness,  which  would  clearly  render  him 
incompetent  in  a  civil  suit.     It  is  upon  this  principle  that 
rewards  payable  on  the  conviction  of  offenders,  whether 
given  by  statute,  or  offered  by  the  crown  or  by  a  private 
individual,  have  never  been  held  to  disqualify  the  witnesses 
expecting  to  receive  them.    Why  should  the  principle, 
general  as  it  is  in  its  application,  be  held  not  to  apply  to  a 
prosecution  for  a  forcible  entry  i    There  seems  no  good 
reason  for  making  such  an  exception;  and  without  such  an 
exception  the  prosecutor  in  this  case  was  a  competeiit  wit- 
ness, and  his  evidence  was  properly  admitted. 

Rutsell  Seijt.  and  Talfourd,  contri.  There  is  no  real 
distinction  between  the  circumstances  which  disqualify  wit- 
nesses on  the  ground  of  interest  in  civil  and  criminal  pro- 
ceedings. Generally  speaking,  undoubtedly,  a  prosecutor  is 
not  incompetent,  qud  prosecutor ;  because  the  proceedings, 
though  instituted  by  him,  are  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the 
king,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  public ;  and  be  is  considered 
in  point  of  law  as  having  no  interest  in  the  event.  But  as 
soon  as  it  appears  that  he  has  a  direct  interest  in  the  event, 
be  becomes  incompetent;  not  because  he  is  prosecutor,  but 

(a)  4  Bast,  180.    But  the  point         (6)  Willes,  435,  (c). 
had    shortly    before  been   consi-         (c)  Ibid. 
dend    doobtful;  see  Edwards  y. 
Ecmty  3  £ast,  451. 
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18S9.        because  he  has  such  an  interest  as  renders  it  dangerous  to 

^"^""^^^      act   upon   his   evidence.     Prior  to  the  cases  of  Bent  v. 

t;.  Baker  {a),  and  Smith  v.  Prager  {b),  in  which  the  role  whicb 

W.Williams.  j,q^  prevails  was  first  established^  namely,  ttiat  no  mere 

interest  in  the  subject-matter^  but  only  a  direct  interest  in 

the  event  of  a  suit,  shall  disqualify  a  witness,  the  dedsions 

upon  the  question,  what  was  a  disqualifying  interesti  bad 

varied,  both  in  the  civil  and  the  criminal  Courts.    But 

the  rule  is  now  well  understood  and  established,  and  is 

the  same  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  with  some  exceptions 

in  the  latter,  every  one  of  which  is  grounded  either  on  the 

express  words  or  obvious  meaning  of  the  statute  by  which 

it  is  created.    The  statute  21  Hen.  8,  c.  11,  for  instance, 

which  has  been  referred  to  as  giving  restitution  of  stolen 

goods,  in  terms  contemplates  the  admission  of  the  testimony 

of  the  party  robbed ;  and  the  various  statutes  which  gtve 

rewards  had  all  of  them  the  same  effecti  without  which, 

indeed,  they  would  have  been  wholly  nugatory.    In  Heward 

,  V.  Shiplejf(c)  Lord  EUenborough  expressly  describes  these 

cases,  and  that  of  a  party  robbed  under  the  statute  of  FFcn- 

t(m  {d)f  as  cases  of  parliamentary  capacitation.    In  Rex  v. 

Boston  (e),  A.  having  brought  an  action  against  B.,  the 

latter  filed  a  bill  in  equity  against  him  for  a  discovery  and 

injunction,  and  for  an  account;  to  which  A.  having  put  in 

his  answer,  denying  the  allegations  of  J3.,  which  involved 

the  merits  of  the  suit  at  law,  the  injunction  was  dissolved ; 

on  which  answer  B,  indicted  J.  for  perjury ;  and  the  in* 

dictment  and  action  coming  on  to  be   tried  at  the  same 

assizes,  the  indictment  standing  first,  it  was  held,  that  B. 

was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  perjury,  beeaute  he 

could  not  avail  himself  of  the  conviction  of  A.  in  any  civil 

proceeding  between  them,  either  at  law  or  in  equity.    In  that 

case  the  principal  authorities  relating  to  the  competency  of 

witnesses  in  criminal  proceedings  were  reviewed ;  and  the 

(a)  3  T.  R.  27.  (rf)  13  Ed,  1,  st.  2,  c.  1,  2,  r^ 

(h)  7  T.R.  60.  pealed  by  7&  8  Geo.  4,  c.  97. 

(c)  4  East,  180.  (e)  4  East,  573;  1  Smith,  902. 
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rules  of  evideDce  were  oonsideredT,  as  tbey  have  ever  been        i829. 

eoiuidered,  as  resting  upon  the  same  principles  both  in 

civil  and  criminal  cases.     It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Hah, 

with  reference  to  an  indictment  for  treason,  that  **  if  any  W.Williams. 

man  hath  the  promise  of  die  lands  or  goods  of  the  party,  if 

attainted,  he  is  no  lawful  witness  to  prove  the  treason  (a). 

So  BuUer,  J.  says, ''  In  an  indictment  for  perjury  on  the 

statute  of  Elizabeth  (Jb),  the  person  injured  cannot  be  a 

witness,  because  the  statute  gives  him  10/. ;  but  in  an  in-* 

dictment  at  common  law  he  may  be  a  witness"  (c).    This 

distinction  applies  expressly  to  prosecutions  for  forcible 

entry  at  common  law  and  on  the  statute,  and  is  decisive  of 

the  questioa  now  before  the  Court.     In  die  former  the 

prosecutor  is  a  competent  witness,  because  he  has  no  direct 

personal  interest  in  the  event,  he  is  interested  merely  in  the 

subject-matter,  as  one  of  the  public.     In  the  latter  he  is 

incompetent,  because  he  has  a  direct  personal  interest  in 

the  event ;  he  is  interested  in  procuring  a  conviction  and 

thereby  obtaining  restitution  of  his  property, ,  which  the 

statute  gives  him  only  in  the  event  of  a  conviction.    The 

common  law  proceeding,  which  any  individual  may  institute, 

is  abundandy  sufficient  for  the  protection  of  the  interests 

of  the  public;  and  where  a  party  chuses  to  indict  upon 

the  statute,   which  he  can  do   only  for  the  purpose  of 

promoting  bis  personal  interest,  and  of  obtaining  a  private 

advantage,  be  must  achieve  that  purpose  by  means  of  the 

testimony  of  others,  and  not  of  his  own. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment; 
which  was  now  delivered  by 

Bay  LET,  J. — ^The  defendant  in  this  case  was  indicted 
for  a  forcible  entry ;  and  the  question  raised  before  us  was, 
whether  the  prosecutor,  the  party  grieved,  the  party  upon 
whose  possession  the  forcible  entry  was  made,  was  or  was 
not  a  competent  witness.  The  indictment  was  not  framed 
at  common  ]aw«  but  upon  the  statute  21  Jac.  1.  c.  \5, 
(fl)  1  Hale,  P.  C.  SOS.        (h)  5  E/uf.  c.  9.        (c)  Bull.  N.  P.  389. 
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which  gives  to  justices,  in  cases  of  forcible  entry  on  the 
landa  or  tenements  of  tenants  for  terms  of  years,  the  same 
V.  power  of  awarding  restitution  of  .possession,  as  was  given 

W.WiLLiAif 8.  j^  ^jj^m  jjg  ^  tenante  of  the  freehold  by  the  statute  8  Hen. 
6,  c.  9,  s.  3*  That  statute  enacts  that  justices  of  the  peace 
shall  have  authority  and  power  to  inquire,  by  the  people  of 
the  same  county,  as  well  of  them  that  make  such  forcible 
entries,  in  lands  and  tenements,  as  of  them  which  the  saine 
liold  with  force ;  and  if  it  be  found  before  any  of  them,  that 
any  doth  contrary  to  tjns  statute,  then  the  said  justices  or 
justice  shall  cause  to  reseise  tbe  lands  and  tenements  so  en- 
tered or  holden,  as  afore,  and  shall  put  the  party  so  put  put, 
in  full  possession  of  the  same  lands  and  tenements  so  en- 
tered or  holden  as  before.  It  was  upon  this  provision  for 
reseising  and  restoring  the  premises,  that  the  objection  to 
the  prosecutor's  evidence  was  grounded;  and  upon  the  con- 
struction of  it  the  question  in  the  case  depends ;  because  if 
the  prosecutor  was  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  restitu- 
tion, he  clearly  had  a  direct  interest  in  the  event,  and  was 
not  a  competent  witness.  To  this  objection  two  answers 
were  given:  first,  that  although  the  justices  below  would 
have  been  bound  to  award  restitution  upon  a  conviction 
before  them,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  not;  and 
secondly,  that  the  legislature  could  not  be  supposed  to  have 
intended,  when  coaferring  an  additional  benefit,  to  narrow 
the  means  by  which  the  offence  was  to  be  proved ;  and, 
that  as  the  prosecutor  would  have  been  a  competent  wit- 
ness before  the  statute,  he  continued  to  be  so  still.  The 
first  point  did  not  seem  to  be  much  relied  on,  for  it  was 
not  much  pressed  in  argument.  One  case  only  was  dted 
in  support  of  it ;  and  that  was  clearly  distinguishable  from 
the  present  (a).  And  when  it  is  considered  that  the  writ  of 
certiorari  merely  substitutes  this  Court  for  the  Court  below, 
it  follows  that  whatever  ought  to  have  been  done  by  the 
Court  below,  if  the  case  had  remained  there,  ought  also  to 

'     (a)  Rex  V.  Marrow^  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.   174.     Vide  ante,  473  (a); 
fM/,479(a),483(fl),484. 
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be  done  by  this  Court>  when  the  case  is  removed  hither  (cr). 
The  second  point  was  that  mainly  relied  on;  and  it  was     The  Kino 
insisted,  that  by  analogy  to.  cases  of  rewards,  and  other  v* 

statutory  benefits*  it  must  be  considered  as  a  rule  in  all 
cnminal  cases,  that  by  a  statute  conferring  a  benefit  upon 
a.  person  who,  but  for  that  benefit,  would  have  been  a  good 
witness,  his  competency  is  virtually  continued,  and  he  is  as. 
much  a  witness  after  the  benefit  is  conferred  as  he  was 
before.  In  cases  of  rewards  the  rule  is  clear,  on  the 
grounds  of  public  policy,  with  a  view  to  the  public  interest, 
and  consistently  with  the  very  principle  upon  which  such 
rewards  are  given.  The  public  have  an  interest  in  the 
suppression  of  crimes,  and  in  the  conviction  of  criminals.  It 
b  with  a  view  to  excite  greater  vigilance  and  activity  in  ap- 
prehending, that  rewards  are  given :  and  it  would  defeat  the 
object  of  the  legislature,  by  means  of  those  rewards,  to  narrow 
the  means  of  conviction,  and  to  exclude  testimony  which 
would  have  been  otherwise  admissible.  It  is  upon  the 
principle,  therefore,  that  the  exclusion  of  the  testimony  of 
persons  entitled  to  rewards  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
statutes  by  wliich  the  rewards  are  given,  and  against  the 
grounds  of  public  policy,  that  their  competency  has  been 
held  to  be  virtually  continued.  The  cases  of  rewards 
offered  by  private  individuals,  referred  to  in  the  argument, 
stand  upon  a  different  principle,  namely,  that  the  public 
have  an  interest,  upon  public  grounds,  in  the  testimony  of 
every  person  who  has  any  knowledge  of  the  commission  of 

(a)  **  Although   regularly    the  tlie  sherifF,  to  restore  possession  to 

justices  only  who  were  present  at  the  party  expelled;  for  the  justices 

the  inquiry,  and  when  the  indict-  of  the  King's  Bench  have  a  su* 

ment  was  found,  ought  to  award  preme  authority  in  all  cases  of  the 

resdiotion ;  yet  if  the  record  of  the  crown.''    Dalton,  c.  44. 

preseotment  or  indictment  shall  be  ^*  An  indictment  of  forcible  entry 

certified  by  the  justice  or  justices  may  be  removed  from  before  jus- 

into  the  King's  Bench,  or  the  same  tices  of  the  peace  into  the  court  of 

presentment  or  indictment  be  re*  B.  R.  coram  Rege,  which  court 

mof  ed  and  certified  thither  by  cer-  may  award  restitution.''     1 1  Co. 

tiorari,  the  justices  of  ihat  Court  Rep.  65,    And  see  Rex  v.  Hake, 

may  award  a  writ  of  restitution  to  posi,  483,  484. 


CASES  IN  THE  KING's  BXITCH, 

a  crime,  which  interest  cmnnot  be  divested  by  any  act  urinck 
r|^^^^^^     any  private  individual  may  do.    The  argument  founded 
V.  upon  the  right  of  restitution  of  stolen  goods  under  tke 

'  statute  £1  Hefu  8,  c.  11,  notwithstanding  which  the  owner, 
who  is  entitled  to  such  restitution,  has  always  been  ad- 
mitted  a  witness,  was. answered  during  the  discussion  bja 
reference  to  that  statute  by  my  brother  Parke:  became 
that  statute  expressly  provides,  diat  if  a  feloo  who  robs,  or 
takes  away  any  money,  goods,  or  chattels,  be  attainted  iy 
reason  of  evidence  given  by  the  party  robbed,  or  owner  ofAe 
money,  &c.,  or  by  any  other  by  their  procurement^  die  par^ 
so  robbed,  or  owner,  shall  be  restored  to  his  mooey,  ftc, 
and  the  Court  shall  award  them  writs  of  restitution.  la 
Reward  v.  Shipley  (a),  which  followed  and  was  siq>porled 
by  Bush  v.  Rolling  (i),  and  Phillips  v.  FwoUrif)^  the  wit- 
ness was  held  to  be  competent,  notwithstanding  hb  interest, 
upon  the  spirit  and  principle  of  the  statute  £  Geo.  2,  c  24; 
and  Lord  Ellenborough,  with  his  peculiar  characterisdc 
mode  of  expression,  said,  he  thought  that  the  statute  had 
given  the  witness  a  parliamentary  capadtatiou*  The  two 
cases  that  were  cited  of  Rex  v.  Luckup  {d)  and  Rex  v.  John' 
son  (e)  deciding,  that  the  loser  of  mcmey  at  cards  io  a  pio> 
secution  for  gaming,  under  the  statute  9  Arm.  c.  14,  s.  5, 
and  the  informer  in  a  prosecution  for  seducing  artaficeiSy 
under  die  statute  23  Geo.  2,  c.  13,  s.  1,  were  competent 
witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  crown,  being  confined,  as  I 
apprehend  they  are,  to  cases  of  indictments,  prove  reaDy 
nothing  for  this  case ;  because  the  event  of  the  prosecution, 
whatever  it  might  be,  could  not,  in  either  case,  work  either 
prejudice,  or  advantage,  to  the  witness.  The  penalty  is  not 
recoverable  by  means  of  an  indictment  in  either  case ;  an 
action  must  be  brought  for  it;  and  a  conviction  on  an 
indictment  would  be  no  evidence  in  such  an  action.  Be- 
sides, neither  the  loser  of  the  money  in  the  one  case,  boi 

(a)  4  East,  180.  (rf)  V^illes,  425,  (c). 

(6)  Sayer,  289.  (e)  Ibid, 

(c)  Ibid.  291. 
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tbq  prosecutor  of  the  indictment  in  the  other«  is  exclusively  t829. 
entitled  to  the  penalty ;  for  in  the  former  it  is  given  wholly  ^-^^v***^ 
to  any  person  who  shall  sue  for  the  same  by  action,  and  in  ^©.'"^ 
the  latter  one  moiety  to  the  king  and  the  other  to  any  W.Williams. 
person  who  shall  sue  for  the  same.  The  prosecution,  in 
both  cases,  is  to  be  by  indictment  or  information ;  and  in 
tbe  one  case  expressly,  and  in  the  other  impliedly,  the 
penalty  is  to  be  recovered  by  action :  and  the  form  of  both 
those  cases  shews  clearly  that  they  were  proceedings  by 
indictment  or  information.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Teasdale  (a) 
was  an  indictment  under  the  statute  21  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  s.  1, 
for  exporting  machinery  used  in  the  manufactures  of  this 
country.  By  that  statute  the  offence  is  made  indictable, 
and  the  offender  is  to  forfeit  the  machinery,  to  pay  a  fine 
of  200/.,  and  to  be  imprisoned  for  12  months,  and  until  the 
fine  is  paid ;  and,  by  section  7,  the  forfeitures,  where  it  b 
not  otherwise  provided,  are  to  go  to  the  informer.  The 
informer  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  objected  to  on  tbe 
ground  of  interest;  but  Lord  Kenyan  overruled  the  ob* 
jection,  saying,  that  the  point  had  been  decided  long  before 
in  a  case  in  Burrow,  soon  after  Lord  Mansfield  came  into 
tbe  Court,  as  to  cases  of  bribery.  The  reference  to  Burrow 
is  a  mistake ;  and  the  case  to  which  Lord  Kertpon  alluded  is 
probably  that  of  Bush  v.  Railing  (6),  which  was  decided 
in  the  interval  between  the  death  of  Sir  Dudley  Ryder, 
and  the  appointment  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Trinity  term, 
1756,  when  there  was  no  chief  justice.  It  was  an  action 
npon  the  bribery  act,  2  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  and  the  party  bribed 
was  admitted  a  witness.  Upon  motion  for  a  new  trial,  two 
objections  were  made  to  his  admissibility :  first,  that  he 
was  particeps  criminis,  and,  secondly,  that  the  tendency  of 
his  evidence  was  to  relieve  himself  from  penalties  and  dis- 
abilities. Dennison,J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
in  which  he  said  the  late  chief  justice  had  concurred,  after 
observing  that  there  were  many  cases  in  which  a  particeps 
criminis  was  a  competent  witness,  thus  expressed  himself: 
(a)  S  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  68.  (6)  Sayer,  289. 

VOL.  IV.  I   I 
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1839.        *'  But  aoother  answer  deducible  from  a  clause  in  2  Geo*  % 
^'^^^'^^      c.  24.  may  be  given.     That  clause  (a)  discharges  a  dis- 
ir.  coverer,  if  the  person  discovered  be  thereupon  convxted, 

W.Williams,  fy^jn  ^jj  penalties  and  disabilities  he  bad  incurred.    Tbia 
seems  to  be  a  legislative  declaration,  that  one  person  of- 
fending against  this  act  may  be  a  witness  against  another; 
for  it  is  not  probable  the  legislature  should  intend  to  dis- 
charge one  offender,  upon  his  discovering  another  offender 
against  it,  in  such  a  manner  that  the  latter  be  convicted, 
without  intending  at  the  same  time  that  the  former  should 
be  a  witness  against  the  latter."    That  decision  was  acted 
upon  as  clear  and  unquestionable  by  Lord  Mansfield  and 
the  Court  in  a  subsequent  case  of  Sutton  v.  Bishop  (6),  ex- 
plains satisfactorily  the  feeling  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  Rex  r. 
Teasdale  (c),  and  the  principle  upon  which  he  acted.    He 
considered  the  term  *'  informer"  in  the  21  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  as 
equivalent  to  the  term  "  person  discovering**  in  the  2  Geo, 
2,  c.  24,  and  that  as  it  had  been  decided  that  the  person 
described  as  '^  the  person  discovering"  in  the  one  case  was 
intended  to  be  made  a  witness,  the  same  intention  must  be 
presumed  as  to  the  person  described  as  "  the  informer '  in 
the  other.     Both  were  cases  of  secrecy,  and  the  public  had 
an  interest  in  the  discovery  and  punishment  of  the  offenders. 
This,  therefore,  was  a  case  in  which  it  was  implied,  from 
the  tenor  and  provisions  of  the  statute*  that  the  legislature 
intended  to  render  a  person  competent  who  otherwise  would 
not  have  been  so ;  and  instead  of  breaking  in  upon  the 
general  rule,  merely  establishes  an  exception.     The  general 
rule  in  all  proceedings  criminal  as  well  as  civil  is,  that  t 
person  interested  in  the  event  is  not  a  competent  witness. 
Here  the  prosecutor  was  interested  in  the  event;  because  a 
conviction  would  entitle  him  to  judgment  of  restitution. 
Then  is  there  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  the  case  from 
which  we  are  warranted  iu  implying  such  an  exception  as 
was  implied  in  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred?  Nothing. 

(tt)  Section,  8.  (c)  S  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  68. 

(6)  4  Burr.  3983;  1  W.  Bla.CG5. 
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The  interests  of  the  public  may  still  be  vindicated  by  a         1899. 

common  law  indictment ;  and  there  is  nothing  from  which 

the  inference  can  be  fairly  drawn,  that  it  was  with  a  view  to 

the  interests  of  the  public,  and  not  for  the  private  advan-  W.Williams. 

tage  of  the  party  grieved^  that  the  provision  for  restitution 

was  introduced  into  the  statute.     For  these  reasons  we  are 

of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  the  prosecutor  ought  not  to 

have  been  received ;  and»  therefore,  that  the  rule  for  a  new 

trial  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 


>■ 
V 


(fl)  Shortly  before  Hilary  term, 
182C,  a  declaration  in  ejectment, 
on  the  demise  of  Edtoard  Hannam 
and  Wadham  Wyndham^  was  served 
upon  John  Hake,  the  tenant  of  a 
farm  at  Buckland  St  Mary,  in  the 
county  of  Somerset.  Hake  having 
appeared  to  this  ejectment,  signed 
a  cognovit,  by  the  terms  of  which 
he  agreed  to  give  up  possession  of 
all  the  lands  in  course  for  a  wheat 
crop  on  the  29th  of  September, 
1836,  and  the  remainder  of  the 
premises  on  the  6th  of  November 
following.  Possession  having  been 
demanded  and  refused,  judgment 
was  entered  up  in  Michaelmas 
term,  and  a  writ  of  habere  facias 
possessionem  was  issued  ;  under 
which,  after  considerable  difficulty, 
occasioned  by  the  resistance  of 
Hake  and  his  companions.  Hake 
was  removed  from  the  premises. 
On  the  21st  of  June  following, 
Hakcy  with  several  other  persons, 
broke  into  the  housey  turned  off 
the  catde,  and  retook  possession 
of  the  premises.  At  the  following 
Bridgwater  assizes,  (August,  18S7) 
a  bill  of  indictment  was  preferred 
and  found  against  Hake  and  his 
companions.  In  this  indictment, 
the  first  count  charged  that  the  de- 


fendants on  &c.  with  force  and 
arms,  and  unlawfully  and  with  a 
strong  hand,  had  entered  into  cer- 
tain messuages  and  lands,  (o  wit, 
&c.  situate  &c.,  then  being  the 
fi-eehold  and  in  the  possession  and 
occupation  of  said  Hannam  and 
Wt^ndham,  and  had  then  and  there, 
with  force  and  arms,  unlawfully 
with  a  strong  hand,  and  without 
judgment  recovered,  disseised  said 
Hannam  and  Wyndham,  and  ex- 
pelled and  put  out  said  Hannam 
and  Wyndham  from  their  posses- 
sion of  the  said  messuages  and 
lands,  and  with  force  and  arms 
from  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
until  the  taking  of  this  inquisition, 
had  kept  out  and  still  did  keep 
out  said  Hannam  and  Wyndham  so 
disseised,  expelled  and  put  out  as 
aforesaid,  against  the  form  &c. 
The  second  count  chained  that 
Hannam  and  Wyndham  had  been 
lawfully  possessed  of  certain  other 
messuages  and  lands,  to  wit  &c., 
situate  &c.,  for  a  certain  term  of 
years  then  to  come  and  yet  unex- 
pired, and  that  Hannam  and  Wynd^ 
ham  being  so  possessed  thereof, 
defendants  on  &c.,  with  force  and 
arms,  had  unlawfully  entered  &c., 
and  with  force  and  -arms  had  then 
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and  there  unlawfully  expelled  and 
pat  out  the  said  Hannam  and 
Wyndham  from  the  peaceable  pos- 
session of  the  Inst  mentioned  mes- 
suages and  lands;  and  that  thede- 
fendants  with  force  and  arms  them 
the  said  Hannam  and  Wyndham 
from  &c.,  until  the  taking  of  this 
inquisition,  from  the  possession  of 
the  last  mentioned  messuages  and 
lands,  with  force  and  arms,  wrong- 
fully and  unlawfully  then  and  there 
had  kept  out,  and  still  did  keep 
out.  The  third  count  charged 
that  the  defendants  on  &c.  with 
force  and  arms  wrongfully,  unlaw- 
fully, violently,  and  forcibly  had 
entered  into  certain  other  mes* 
9uages  and  lands,  to  wit  &c., 
situate  &c.y  then  being  in  the 
peaceable  possession  of  the  said 
Hannam  aud  Wyndham,  and  that 
the  defendants  had  then  and  there 
with  force  and  arms  wrongfully, 
unlawfully,  forcibly,  and  violently 
expelled,  amoved,  and  put  out  the 
said  Hannam  and  Wyndham  from 
the  possession  of  the  last  mentioned 
messuages  and  lands ;  and  the 
said  Hannam  and  Wyndham  so  ex- 
pelled, put  out,  and  amoved  from 
the  possessicm  thereof,  as  aforesaid, 
with  force  and  arms  wrongfully, 
unlawfully,  forcibly,  and  violently 
had  kept  from  &c.,  until  &c.,  and 
still  did  keep  out. 

Upon  this  finding,  and  upon  an 
affidavit  of  the  facts.  Manning 
moved  before  Burroughs  J.  for  an 
order  of  restitution,  upon  the  au- 
thority of  the  cases  collected  in 
Com.  Dig.  Forceable  Entry  (D  4). 
The  order  was  made ;  and  the  fol- 
lowing warrant  issued  under  the 
seals  of  the  two  learned  judges: 

"  Somersetshire  to  wit,  Sir  Wil- 
liam Draper  Beit,  Knight,  Chief 


Justice  of  our  lord  the  king,  of  hb 
Court  of  Common  Picas,  and  Sir 
Jamei  Burroughs  Knight,  one  of 
the  justices  of  our  lord  the  king,  of 
his  said  Court  of  Common  Pless, 
justices  of  our  lord  the  kiof^,  as- 
signed to  deliver  the  gaol  of  the 
said  county  of  the  prisoneis  therein 
being,  and  also  to  hear  and  de« 
termine  all  felonies,  trespasses  and 
other  evil  doings  committed  within 
the  same  county:    TothesfaeitiF 
of  the  county  of  Somerset,  greetiag. 
Whereas,  by  an  inquisition  taken 
before  us  at  Bridgwater,  ia  the  said 
county,  on  this  present  eijgjhleenth 
day  of  August,  in  the  eighth  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  king, 
upon  the  oaths  of  the  Honourable 
William      Waldegrave,     WUliam 
Dickinson,  George  Edward  Alkn, 
John  Goodford,  Philip  John  Miles, 
William  Hanning,  Vincent  Staekey, 
William  Helyar,  Richard  Thomas 
Combe,  Jeffrys  Alkn,  Jeffrys  Tho- 
mas Allen,   Thomas  SheaeU  Bail- 
ward,  James  Bennett^  Robert  Phip' 
pen,  John  Barrow,  Francis  Byrt 
Morgan,  John  Hugh  Smyth  Pigot, 
Thomas  Savage,  Reginald  Henry 
Bean,  and  John  Maddison,  esqrs. ; 
and  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  made 
and  provided,  in  cases  of  ftirdble 
entry  and   detainer,  it  is  found, 
that  Jolm  Hake,  late  of  the  parish 
of  Buckland    St.   Mary,  in   the 
county  of  Somerset,  yeoman,  and 
Mary  his   wife,  John  Hake  the 
younger,  late  of  the  same  place, 
yeoman,  John  Pinner,  late  of  the 
same   place,  yeoman,   and   John 
Hooper,  late  of  the  same  place, 
yeoman,  on  tlie  8 1st  day  of  June, 
in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of 
our  lord  the  king,  with  force  and 
arms,  unlawfully  and  with  a  strong 
hand,  did  enter  into  certain  mes- 
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ftuages  and  lands,  to  wit,  10  mes* 
soages,  10  barns,  10  stnbles,  10 
coach-houses,  .900  acres  of  mea- 
dow, 900  acres  of  pasture,  200 
acres  of  other  land,  situate,  luring, 
and  being  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  (fol- 
lowing the  description  of  the  pre- 
mises contained  in  the  declaration 
io  ejectment)  then  being  the  free- 
hold and  in  the  possession  and  oc« 
cupatioo  of  Edward  Hannam  and 
Wadkam  Wyndhatitf  and  then  and 
there  unlawfully  and  with  a  strong 
hand,  and  without  judgment  re- 
covered, disseised  the  said  Edward 
and  Wadkam,  and  expelled  and 
put  out  the  said  Edward  and  Wad" 
ham  from  their  possession  of  the 
.  said  messuages  and  lauds ;  and  with 
force  and  arms,  unlawfully  and 
with  a  strong  hand,  from  the  day 
and  year  aforesaid  until  the  taking 
of  that  inquisition,  have  kept  out 
and  still  do  keep  out  the  said  Ed" 
ward  and  Wadhat/iy  so  disseised, 
expelled,  and  put  out,  as  aforesaid ; 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
agunst  the  peace  of  our  said  lord 
the  ling,  bis  crown,  and  dignity. 
As  by  the  same  inquisition  more 
fully  appeareth  of  record.  There- 
fore on  behalf  of  our  said  lord  the 
king  we  chaise  and  command  you, 
thst  taking  with  you  the  power  of 
Cbe  oouDty,  if  it  be  needful^  you  go 


to  the  said  messuages  and  lands, 
and  that  the  same  you  cause  to  be 
reseised,  and  that  you  cause  the 
said  Edward  and  Wadham  to  be  re- 
stored and  put  into  their  full  pos- 
session thereof,  according  as  they 
before  the  entry  aforesaid  were 
seised,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  said  statutes.  And  this  you 
shall  in  no  wise  omit,  under  the 
penalty  thereon  incumbent.  Given 
under  our  hands  and  seals,  at 
Bridgwater,  in  the  same  county, 
the  18th  day  of  August,  in  the 
eighth  year  of  the  reign  aforesaid.'^ 

Under  this  warrant  restitution 
was  made  by  the  sheriff  to  the  pro- 
secutors of  the  indictment;  to 
which,  at  the  ensuing  Spring  As* 
sizes,  the  defendants  pleaded  guilty. 

The  finding  of  a  bill  of  indict* 
ment  for  a  forcible  entry  is  ne- 
cessary to  give' the  Court  jurisdic- 
tion to  award  restitution ;  but  as 
such  a  bill  is  commonly  found 
wholly  or  in  part  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  the  party  entitled  to  re- 
stitution, the  Court  will  not  award 
restitution  upon  an  indictment 
found,  unless  a  sufficient  case  for 
their  interference  be  made  out  by 
affidavit. 

And  see  Rex  v.  Marrow,,  Cas. 
temp.  Hardw.  174,  part  of  the 
judgment  in  which  case  is  given^ 
tupret,  479(a),  et  vide  ntprit,  478(a), 
479  (a),  489  (a),  483. 
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^^'^^^  Heane  v.  Rogers  and  another. 

A  bankrupt  DECLARATION  in  trover  for  household  goods.  Pica, 
the  sale  of  his   "^t  guilty.     Issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Gaselee,y 

own  goods  un-  g^  jji^  Gloucestershire  Summer  Assizes,  1828,  the  case  was 

der  the  com-       ,  .  m  •     •«• 

mission,  for       this : — The  plaintiff  had  been  declared  a  bankrupt  under  a 

DrotectiM^his    commission  of  bankrupt  which  issued  against  him  in  August 

property  and      1826,  and  the  defendants  were  his  assignees,  in  which  cba- 

is  sold  to\he     ^^^^^^   ^^^y  ^^^  seized  and  sold  the  goods  in  questioD. 

bestadvan-       The  action  Was  brought  to  try  the  validity  of  the  comniis- 

tage,  is  not  ,  .  T     . 

thereby  estop-  8ion.     One  question  was  whether  the  plaintiff  bad  been  a 

ped  from  dis-    trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  upon  which 

puting  the  va-  ,  ^  ®  r  '    r 

lidity  of  the      the  following  evidence  w»as  adduced  : — Before  the  10th  of 

^^N^theHs     ^^y  ^^^^'  ^^^  plaintiff  had  carried  on  business  as  a  builder 

he  so  estopped  at  Cheltenham,  and  on  that  day  he,  as  he  stated  in  his  ex- 

tice  to  his  les-  atnination  before  the  commissioners,  purchased  of  ColoDel 

sorsofafarm  .Qhieu  &VQ  acres  of  land  near  Cheltenham  at  the  price  of 
that  he  is  a  ,      r«i  .     .     ^ 

bankrnpt  and    2,400/.     The  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid  in  five  years, 

ddTver  uD^ilie    ^'^^^  interest  at  four  pounds  per  cent.  The  land  was  intended 

lease,  which      for  the  making  of  bricks,  and  it  was  agreed  that  4«.  for  every 

his  as^imees      ^^^^  bricks  made  should  be  paid  to  Colonel  Olnei/  in  part 

not  being  par-   liquidation  of  the  purchase  money,  and  the  plaintiff  signed 

ties  or  privies  ,  *    i  •      /.  , 

to  the  transnc-  &"  agreement  to  that  purport.     A  deposit  of  100/.  was  to 

be  paid  in  six  months.     A  memorandum  of  agreement  was 

drawn    accordingly,  and  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and 

purpose  of^       Colonel  Otftey:  and  instructions  were  given  to  prepare  a 

making  bricks   formal  agreement  on  a  stamp,  which,  however,  was  never 

selling  them,     done.     During  the  years  1824,  1825  and  1 826,  the  plaintiff 

and  agreeing     made  bricks  upon  the  land,  and  sold  them,  the  bricks  being 

to  Dav  4x*  Der 

1000  bricks  in  made  in  the  usual  mode  from  soil  dug  from  the  land  agreed 

part  of  the  pur-  ^^  |,g  purchased  by  the  plaintiff.     In  June,  1825,  the  plain- 
chase-money,      ^         *         ^  .       . 
and  making       tiff  entered  into  partnership  with  two  persons  named  Pack" 

brickTaccord-  ^^^^  ^^^  Edwards  in  the  business  of  brickmakers.  It  was 
ingly,  isnota  understood  that  they  were  to  take  two-thirds  of  the  land, 
trader  within      ,     ^     i  •  •  •  rr.i  -. 

the  meaning  of  hut  there  was   not  any   agreement  m  writing.     7  hat  part- 

the  Bankrupt  nership  was  dissolved  on  the  28lh  of  June,  1 826 ;  and  notice 
Act,  6  Geo.  Ay  ^ 

Q.  16,  8.  2. 


tion. 
A  person 
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of  the  dissolution,  signed  by  all  the  partners,  was  published 
in  the  Gazette  of  the  30th  of  June,  1826.  It  was  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  five  acres  of  land  had 
been  purchased  with  a  view  to  his  original  business  of  a 
builder,  and,  therefore,  that  he  was  not  a  trader  within  the 
meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws.  This  was  denied  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants ;  and  it  was  further  insisted  that  even 
if  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the 
bankrupt  laws,  still  he  was  by  his  own  acts  estopped  from 
disputing  the  validity  of  the  commission.  Upon  this 
second  question  the  following  evidence  was  adduced : — A 
few  days  before  the  plaintiff's  goods  were  sold,  a  meeting 
was  held  by  him,  the  defendants,  and  the  auctioneer,  for 
the  purpose  of  considering  the  most  beneficial  mode  of  dis- 
posing of  the  property.  At  the  time  when  the  commission 
issued,  the  plaintiff  was  the  lessee  of  a  farm  under  Messrs. 
Willdns,  at  the  rent  of  350/.  per  annum,  for  a  term,  a  year 
and  a  half  of  which  was  unexpired.  The  farm  had  yielded 
him  no  profit  for  the  last  two  years.  The  plaintiff,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  bankrupt  act,  6  Geo*  4,  c.  l6,  s.  75, 
on  the  12th  September,  1826,  gave  the  following  notice  to 
his  lessors : — ''  I,  the  undersigned  James  Heane,  of  the  city 
of  Gloucester,  brickmaker,  dealer,  and  chnprnant  a  bankrupt, 
do  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  am  ready  and  willing,  and 
hereby  offer,  to  give  up  and  deliver  unto  you  a  certain  in- 
denture, purporting  to  be  a  lease  of  Walsworth  Hall  estate, 
dated  the  17th  of  September,  1817,  made  between  you  the 
said  W.  Wilkim  and  W,  fVilkins  the  younger,  of  the  one 
part,  and  myself  of  the  other  part ;  and  also  the  possession  of 
the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  therein 
comprised.''  Upon  receiving  this  notice  the  lessors  ac- 
cepted the  lease  and  took  possession  of  the  premises. 
Upon  this  evidence  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contended 
that  the  plaintiff  had  made  the  bricks  from  his  own  land,  as 
a  mode  of  enjoying  the  profits  of  it,  and  therefore  was  not 
a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  and 


Heane 

V. 
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1829.  they  cited  Wells  v.  Parker  (a)  and  Sutton  s.  Weeliy  (i). 
The  counsel  for  the  defendants,  on  the  other  hand, contended 
that  even  if  the  commission  could  be  deemed  invalid,  which 
Rogers.  they  denied,  the  plaintiff,  having  availed  himself  of  it,  for 
the  purpose  of  relieving  himself  of  bis  lease,  was  estopped 
from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  commission;  and  thej 
cited  Watson  v.  Wace  (c).  The  learned  judge  was  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff's  interference  in  the  sale  arose 
from  a  natural  anxiety  to  protect  his  property  and  to  see 
that  it  was  sold  to  the  best  advantage,  and,  therefore,  that 
he  was  not  estopped  on  that  ground ;  but  that  his  availing 
himself  of  the  commission  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  surrender- 
ing the  lease,  was  such  a  recognition  of  it  as  did  estop  him 
from  disputing  its  validity  afterwards.  His  lord  ship,  there* 
fore,  told  the  jury  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  but  desired  them  to  find  specially  whether  or  not 
the  land  had  been  taken  expressly  for  the  purpose  of 
making  bricks,  and  they  found  that  it  had.  A  verdict  was 
then  entered  for  the  defendants,  biit  with  liberty  for  the 
plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  in  his  favour  for  440/.  the 
value  of  the  goods  sold,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  he  was  not  estopped,  and  that  he  was  not  a  trader  within 
the  meaning  and  operation  of  the  bankrupt  act.  In  Mi- 
chaelmas term  last  a  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accord- 
ingly, cause  was  now  shewn  against  it  by 

Taunton f  Campbell,  and  Pkilpotts.  First,  the  plaintiff 
was  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act,  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  I6,  8.  £.  That  section,  after  enumerating  various 
traders,  enacts,  that  "  all  persons  who,  either  for  themselves 
or  as  agents  or  factors  for  others,  seek  their  living  by  buy- 
ing and  selling,  or  by  buying  and  letting  for  hire,  or  by  the 
workmanship  of  goods  or  commodities,  shall  be  deemed 
traders  liable  to  become  bankrupt."     Ex  parte  Burgess  (d) 

(fl)  1 T.  R.  34.  (c)  7  D.  &  R.  633 ;  5  B.  &  C. 

(6)  7  East,  442;  S.  C.'JSmitWs      J  53. 
Reports,  445.  (d)  2  Glyn  &  J.  183. 
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will  be  cited  as  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  1899. 
not "  a  person  seeking  his  living  hy  the  workmanship  of 
goods  or  commodities  ;"  and  to  that  extent  the  authority  of 
that  case  must  be  admitted ;  but  it  leaves  untouched  the 
question^  whether  a  person  making  bricks  for  sale  is '' a 
person  seeking  his  living  by  buying  and  selling  goods  or 
commodities.'^  That  question  has  been  frequently  dis- 
cussed. The  general  doctrine  deducible  from  the  modern 
cases  bearing  on  the  subject  is  laid  down  by  Mr.  Eden  in 
his  Treatise  on  the  Bankrupt  Laws  thus : — **  Where  the 
business  of  brickmaking  is  carried  on  as  a  mode  of  enjoying 
the  profits  of  a  real  estate,  it  will  not  make  the  party  liable 
to  the  bankrupt  law,  Wells  v.  Parker  {a),  SuWm  v.  Weeley{b). 
But  where  it  is  carried  on  substantially  and  independently 
as  a  trade,  it  will  do  so,  Ei parte  Harrison  (c) ;  and  there  is 
no  difference  whether  the  party  is  a  termor  or  entitled  to  the 
freehold.  Ex  parte  Gallimore  (d).  The  same  genertil  doc- 
trine applies  to  the  case  of  a  person  manufacturing  alum, 
lime,  or  selling  minerals  from  his  own  quarry"  (e).  The 
real  question  in  every  case  of  this  sort  is,  what  was  the  real 
object  of  the  party,  whether  to  carry  on  the  trade  of  a 
brickmaker,  or  to  use  that  trade  as  a  mode  of  enjoying  the 
profits  of  the  land.  Where  a  person  making'  and  selling 
bricks,  is  not  the  owner  of  the  land,  his  intention  is  plain; 
he  must  have  made  the  bricks  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  a  trade.  Where  he  is  owner  of  the  land,  his  intention 
may  be  doubtful,  and  must  be  collected  from  other  circum- 
stances. Looking  at  the  facts  of  this  case  it  is  impossible 
to  doubt  about  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff.  His  object 
clearly  was  to  carry  on  trade  as  a  brickmaker ;  for  he  pur- 
chased the  land,  not  to  make  a  profit  of  it  as  land,  but  for 
the  express  purpose  of  making  and  selling,  or  trading  in, 
bricks;  and  so  the  jury  have  found  specially.     Sutton  v. 

(«)  1 T.  R.  34.  *  (d)  2  Rose,  434. 

(ft)  r  East,  44«;  3  Smith,  445.  (c)  Eden's,  B.  L.  3. 

(c)  1  Bit).  C.  C.  173. 
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Weeley(a)  and  Ex  parte  Burgess  (b)  were  very  different  cases 
from  the  present.     There  the  persons  carrying  on  the  trade 
were  tenants  for  life  of  the  freehold ;  they  did  not  purchase 
the  land  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  trade  as  brick- 
makers  :  but  they  carried  on  trade  as  brickmakers  as  a 
mode  of  enjoying  the  profits  of  the  land.     Here  the  plaio- 
tiffy  on  the  contrary,  did  purchase  the  land  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  trade  as  a  brickmaker,  and  did  not  carry  od 
trade  as  a  brickmaker  as  a  mode  of  enjoying  the  profits  of 
the  land.     Besides,  the  plaintifTin  this  case  carried  on  the 
trade  in  partnership  with  two  other  persons.    Those  two 
other  persons  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  legal  or  equitable ; 
therefore  they  were  clearly  traders,  as  brickmakers,  liable 
to  the  bankrupt  laws.     And  if  they  were  so,  their  partner, 
the  plaintiff,  was  equally  so ;  for  it  has  been  held  that  an 
acknowledgment  by  a  person  that  be  was  in  partnership 
with  another  as  a  trader,  was  sufficient  to  constitute  him  a 
trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  although 
no  acts  of  buying  and  selliiig  were  proved  to  have  takeu 
place  during  the  partnership :  Parker  v.  Barker  (c).  More 
over,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of 
the  land,  or  had  any  real  interest  in  it.     His  interest  was 
merely  under  an  imperfect  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the 
land.  •  He  never  had  any  conveyance  of  the  land.     He  was 
to  pay  4s.  for  every  thousand  bricks  made  on  the  land ;  so 
that  if  he  can  be  considered  as  having  purchased  any  thing, 
be  purchased  at  most  only  the  clay  of  which  the  bricks 
were  made :  and  if  so,  upon  the  authority  of  Exparte  Har* 
rison  {d),  he  was  clearly  a  trader  liable  to  be  made  a  bank- 
rupt.    Second ly,  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  his  own  acts 
from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  commission  issued  against 


(fl)  7  East,  447 ;  3  Smith,  445. 

(b)  2  Glyn  &  J.  183. 

(0  3  Moore,  226;  1  B.&B.9. 

(d)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  173,  where  it 
was  held  that  a  man  who  dealt  in 
bricks  made  of  earth  taken  from 
the  waste,  without  any  licence  from 
the  lord,  to  whom  he  afterwards 


paid  a  considemtion,  was  a  trader. 
"  It  seems  that  a  man  who  makes 
bricks  for  sale,  ui)on  land  demised 
to  him  for  a  term  of  years,  and 
sells  them,  is  a  trader.  Vide  Weiis 
V.  Parker y  1  Brown,  178;  Portx. 
Turlon,  2  Wilson,  169.''  Mon- 
tagu's B.  L. 
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him.    He  interfered  in  the  sale  of  the  effects,  therefore  he 
cannot  now    be   allowed  to  call    that  sale  a  conversion. 
Clarkes.  Clarke  {a)  is  an  express  authority  upon  this  point; 
for  it  was  there  held  that  if  a  person,  against  whom  a  com- 
mission of  bankrupt  issues,  acquiesces  in  it  so  far  as  to  take 
a  part  in  the  sale  of  his  own  effects  under  the  commission, 
he  shall  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to  question  it.     Besides, 
the  plaintiff  availed  himself  of  the  commission  for  his  own 
benefit,  and  thereby  relieved  himself  from  his  lease  and  the 
performance  of  the  covenants  contained  in  it.     That  also 
estops  him  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  commission. 
This  is,  in  principle,  as  strong  a  case  against  the  plaintiff  as 
that  of  Watson  v.  Wace  (&),  where  it  was  held  that  a  bank- 
rupt who  obtained  his  discharge  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground 
that  his  detaining  creditors  had  proved  under  the  com- 
mission, had  by  so  doing  precluded  himself  from  disputing 
the  validity  of  the  commission.     There  the  bankrupt  was 
in  actual  custody  at  the  suit  of  the  petitioning  creditor  at 
the  time  when  the  commission  issued  :  here  he  was  liable 
to  the  performance  of  the  covenants  in  his  lease  at  the  time 
when  the  commission  issued.    There  the  bankrupt  obtained 
his  discbarge  out  of  custody,  by  means  of  an  application  to 
^  ju<lge>  in  which  he  stated  that  a  commission  had  issued 
against  him,  under  which  he  had  been  duly  declared  a 
bankrupt :  here  he  relieved  himself  from  his  lease  and  its 
consequences  by  means  of  a  notice  to  his  lessors,  in  which 
be  stated  that  he  was  a  bankrupt,  and  that  he  was  willing 
to  deliver  up  his  lease.    In  both  cases  the  plaintiff  described 
himself  as  being  a  bankrupt,  which  he  could  not  be  unless 
he  had  previously  been  a  trader ;  and  in  this  case,  having 
derived  a  benefit  from  the  commission,  he  cannot  now  be 
permitted  to  say  that  it  is  void  because  he  was  not  a  trader. 
Lord  Tenterdeu,  in  WaUon  v,  Wace  (b),  declares  the  general 
principle  to  be^  that  when  a  baiikrupt  has  availed  himself  of 
the  advantage   which  the  law  gives  him  as  a  bankrupt,  he 
cannot  be    allowed   afterwards   to    turn   round    upon   his 
assignees  and    say  that  he  is  not  a  bankrupt.     The  same 
(a)  6  Esp.  61.  (6)  7  D.  & R.  633;  5  B.  &  C.  153. 
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1899.  principle  had  been  previously  hid  down  by  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  in  Ex  parte  Cutien  {a),  where  it  was  said,  that 
''  the  bankrupt's  active  interference  with  the  adroinistratioo 
of  his  estate  amounted  to  a  pledge  to  his  assignees  that  he 
would  not  disturb  the  commission,  and  that  his  conduct 
bad  been  calculated  to  induce  his  assignees  to  prosecute  the 
commis$iion  in  security;"  and  where  he  was  restrained, 
upon  that  ground,  from  proceeding  in  an  action  against  the 
messenger,  to  impeach  the  commission. 

Ludlow  and  Russell,  Seijts.,  contrd.     First*  as  to  the 

supposed  estoppel.     The  plaintiff's  interference  in  the  sale 

cannot  so  operate.     He  had  no  power  to  prevent  the  sale; 

an<i  he  had  a  right  to  see  that  it  was  conducted  in  the  most 

advantageous  manner,  whether  it  should  be  his  creditors  or 

himself  who  might  ultimately  receive  the  benefit  of  the 

proceeds ;  his  interference,  therefore,  shewed,  not  that  he 

assenrted  to  the  commission,  but  merely  that  he  wished  to 

protect  the  property,  and  have  the  most  made  of  it.    The 

case  of  Watson  v.  Wace  (Jb)  is  very  distinguishable  from  the 

present     There,  the  plaintiff  obtained  the  benefit  which 

he  sought,  namely,  his  discharge  out  of  custody,  and  that 

by  a  [Peremptory  order  made  in  invitum  for  bis  discharge. 

Here,  the  plaintiff  had  done  nothing  to  entitle  himself  to 

any  benefit  under  the  commission.     His  notice  to  bis  lessors 

amounted  to  no  more  than  a  mere  proposal  on  his  part  to 

deliver  op  the  lease.     He  had  no  power  to  enforce  that 

proposal,  nor  did  he  make  it  lit  invitum,  as  in  Wat$(m  v. 

fVace{b)i  and  there  was  no  proof  that  he  availed  himself 

of  it  to  obtain  any  benefit  under  the  commission,  because 

there  was  no  proof  that  the  lease  had   been  previously 

offered  to  the  assignees,  and  that  they  had  declined  it 

But  estoppels  are  binding  only  upon  parties  and  privies, 

not  upon  strangers.     Now  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants 

were  strangers;  there  was  no  privity  between  them  with 

respect  to  the  transactions  by  which  it  is  contended  that  he 

is  estopped.    As  between  himself  and  his  lessors,  be  may 

(«)  1  Glyn  &  J.  3ir.  (b)  7  D.  &  R.  633;  5  B.  &  C.  153. 
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be  estopped  from  saying  that  be  is  not  a  bankrupt,  but  he 
clearlj  is  not  as  between  himself  and  the  defendants.  This 
ease  is  within  the  decision  in  Mercer  v.  Wiseia),  where  it 
was  held,  that  a  trader,  who  has  been  declared  a  bankrupt, 
does  not  preclude  himself  from  trying  the  validity  of  the 
comnaission  in  an  action  against  the  assignees,  by  having 
iMrrendered  under  the  commission,  and  by  having  presented 
a  pelition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  enlarge  the  time  for 
bis  surrender. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  supposed  trading.     The  question  of 
trader  or  no  trader,  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act, 
is  a  question  jtiris  positivi;  it  cannot  be  matter  of  infe* 
rence.    The  term,  brickmaker,  is  not  inserted  in  the  statute 
6  Geo,  4,  c.  16,  though  it  was  in  the  immediately  preceding 
statute  5  Geo.  4,  c.  98.     It  was,  therefore,  clearly  intended 
to  be  excluded.     The  terms  of  the  agreement  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land,  made  between  Colonel  Olney  and  the 
plaintiff,  are  disclosed  in  tlie  examination  of  the  latter  before 
the  commissioners.     The  45.  for  every  1000  of  bricks  to 
be  made  was  to  be  paid,  not  as  the  price  of  the  clay  taken 
from  the  land,  but  as  part  of  the  purchase  money.     He 
agreed  to  purchase  the  land  itself,  not  a  temporary  interest 
in  it;  and  by  that  agreement  he  became  the  equitable 
owner  in  fee  of  the  land  itself.    Then  he  was  clearly  no 
trader  as  a  brickmaker,  because  the  cases  already  cited  of 
WelUTs.  Parhfir{b),  Sutton  v.  Weeley  (c),  and  £jr  parte 
Rargtuid),  have  established,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the 
owner  of  land  which  contains  brick  earth,  who  converts  that 
earth  into  bricks,  which  he  sells,  is  not,  by  so  doing,  a 
tracer  within  the  meaning  or  operation  of  the  bankrupt 
laws.     There  is  one  very  recent  case  in  this  Court  upon 
the  subject,  Faul  v.  Dowling  (e).     There  the  owner  of  land 
in  Berkshire  burnt  bricks  from  the  clay  contained  in  it,  and 
bought  chalk  to  burn  with  them,  that  being  a  usual  and 
convenient  way  of  making  bricks  in  that  county,  though  not 

(11)  S  Esp.  «t9.  (<0  8  Glyn  &  J.  183. 

(b)  I  T.  R.  S4.  («)  1  M.  &  M.  963;  3  C.  &  P.  500. 

(0  r  East, 44«; 3  Smith, 445,S.C. 
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1829.  necessary  for  the  particular  clay;  he  then  fiold  the  bricks, 
and  the  lime  produced  from  the  chalk.  It  was  held  by 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.,  that  the  selling  the  lime  did  not 
make  the  party  a  trader  within  the  bankrupt  }aws>  his  object 
in  buying  the  chalk  being  the  more  convenient  burning  of 
the  bricks,  and  not  the  profit  derived  from  the  sale  of  the 
lime.  That  was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  and  is 
decisive  of  it  as  regards  this  point.  The  decision  in  Parker 
v«  Barker  (a)  does  not  touch  the  present  case.  That  case 
decides,  that  an  acknowledgment  by  a  bankrupt  that  he  is 
in  partnership  with  another  person  who  is  a  trader,  is  primi 
facie  evidence,  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  that  the  bankrupt 
himself  was  a  trader  also;  but  not  that  it  is  conclusive 
evidence:  and  here  that  prim&  facie  evidence  becomes  a 
nullity,  because  it  is  completely  rebutted  by  the  other  facts 
of  the  case. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment, 
which  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

Bayley,  J. — Upon  the  learned  Judge's  report  of  this 
case  two  questions  arose  for  our  consideration,  first,  whether 


■3j 


the  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the      :.{,j 
commission  which  had  been  issued  against  him,  and  under 


'J  a. 


which  the  defendants  acted,  and  if  he  was  not,  then  secondly,      ^^^^^ 


'5Jl: 


whether  the  commission  was  valid. 

Upon  the  first  point  two  circumstances  were  relied  on  at    -^^ 
the  trial,  and  by  the  defendants'  counsel  ia  argument,  as 
shewing  that  the  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  disputing  his 
bankruptcy;  first,  his  personal  interference  in  the  sale  of 
his  goods,  for  the  conversion  of  which,  by  that  sale,  the 
action  was  brought ;  and  secondly,  his  having  served  his   ^ 
landlords,  Messrs.  Wilkins,  with  a  notice,  offering  to  give  >jj . 
up  a  lease  which  he  held  of  them,  and  describing  himself-|^|^  . 
as  a  **  brickmaker,  dealer,  and  chapman,  a  bankrupt/'  Tb^^    .  ^ 
learned  Judge,  at  the  trial,  thought  that  the  first  of  these.. 


circumstances  was  merely  an  interference  for  the  purpose* ., 
(a)  3  Moore,  326;  1  B.&B.9. 
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of  taking  care  of  the  property*  and  of  seeing  that  it  was         1829. 
disposed  of  to  the  best  advantage*  and  that  such  an  inter-       ^^"^^ 
/ereoce  did  not  amount  to  a  consent  to  the  sale,  and  that  v, 

the  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  by  it;  but  he  thought  that,       Rogers. 
b&mg  availed  himself  of  tlie  commission  to  derive  a  benefit 
from  it*  by  surrendering  his  lease*  he  was*  by  that  act* 
estopped  from  saying  that  he  was  not  a  bankrupt:  but  that 
point  he  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court.     In 
the  opinion  formed  by  the  learned  Judge  upon  the  first 
point,  we  entirely  concur ;  in  his  opinion  upon  the  second 
point  we  cannot  acquiesce.     There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  express  admission  of  a  party  to  the  suit*  or  an  admission 
implied  from  his  conduct*  is  evidence;  and  strong  evidence* 
aga/nst  him ;  but  we  think  he.  is  at  liberty  to  shew  that  any 
such  admission  was  misunderstood  or  untrue*  and  that  he 
is  not  estopped  or  concluded  by  it*  unless  it  has  bad  the 
effect  of  altering  the  condition  of  some  third  person;  where 
it  has  such  an  effect*  the  party  is  estopped  from  disputing 
its  truth  as  against  that  person,  and  those  claiming  under 
him,  and  that   transaction*  but  as  against  strangers  he  is 
Dot  80  estopped.     It  is  a  well  established  rule  of  law*  that 
estoppels  bind  parties  and  privies  only*  not  strangers ;  Co, 
LItt,  3o2f  a. ;  Com.  Dig.  Estoppel,  (C).     The  offer  of  sur- 
rendering the  lease  made  in  this  case,  was  made  to  strangers 
to  this  suit;  and  though  the  bankrupt  may  have  been  bound 
I  b/  bis  admission  that  he  was  a  bankrupt,  as  between  him 
',  >nd  those  strangers  to  whom  he  made  that  admission*  and 
,  *bo  were  induced  to  act  upon  it,  for  they  accepted  the  sur-. 
render  of  the  lease*  he  is  not  bound  as  between  him  and 
\  tiie  defendants^  to  whom  the  admisssipn  was  not  made,  and 
i»bo  were  not  in  any  degree  induced  to  act  upon  it.     As 
against  his  landlords*  the  bankrupt,  probably*  would  not 
iktfe  been  allowed,  after  having  induced  them  to  accept 
Ike  lease   i^^itfaout  a  formal  surrender  in  writing*  and  to 
,Wme  possession  of  the  farm,  under  the  belief  that  he  was 
^bankrupt,  and  entitled  under  the  bankrupt  act  (a)  to  give. 

(fi)  6  Geo,  4,  c.  16,  s.  75. 
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1829.         it  up,  to  say  afterwards  that  he  was  not  a  bankrupt,  and  to 
TT^^      maintain  either  trover  for  the  lease  or  ejectment  for  the 
V,  land.      To    that  extent    we    think  be  would    have  been 

Rogers.  bound,  though  probably  no  farther,  and  certainly  not  as  to 
any  other  persons  than  his  landlords.  We  consider  this  to 
be  the  rule  of  law;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  bankrupt 
was  not,  in  point  of  law,  estopped  by  his  notice  and  pro- 
posal of  surrender ;  arid,  indeed,  it  appears  to  us  that  it 
would 'be  a  very  great  hardship  upon  him  if  he  were  so 
estopped.  It  is  quite  clear  that  his  merely  surrendering 
under  the  commission  is  no  estoppel,  Mercer  ▼.  Wise  (a), 
and  upon  the  soundest  principles,  for  it  would  be  a  perilous 
thing,  indeed,  for  a  bankrupt  to  dispute  a  commission,  and 
try  its  validity  by  such  means.  An  observation  similar  in 
its  nature,  though  not  equally  extensive,  applies  to  the  act 
done  by  the  bankrupt  in  this  case.  His  commission  sweeps 
away  all  his  property;  disables  him  from  carrying  on  his 
business;  prevents  him  from  occupying  his  farm  to  advan- 
tage; to  continue  in  such  a  situation  would  be  ruinous;  to 
have  rent  to  pay,  and  to  be  liable  to  the  performance  of 
covenants  in  a  lease,  without  the  possibility  of  receiving 
any  adequate  remuneration,  would  be  disadvantages  too 
great  for  any  man  to  encounter;  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 
that  any  man  would  continue  in  such  a  situation,  and  incur 
such  losses,  merely  with  the  view  of  being  enabled  to  dis- 
pute with  effect  the  validity  of  bis  commission.  It  is  but 
just  and  reasonable  that  he  should  endeavour  to  do,  and 
should  be  allowed  to  do,  the  best  he  can  for  himself  and 
bis  family,  in  the  unfortunate  situation  in  which  he  finds 
himself  placed. 

'  We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  particularly  to  the 
cases  cited  in  argument,  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  a 
bankrupt  is  precluded  from  disputing  the  validity  of  his 
commission.  In  Clarke  v.  Clarke  (b)  the  bankrupt  procured 
and  sanctioned  the  sale  of  his  own  goodir,  and  was  there* 
fore  properly  held  not  entitled  to  call  that  sale  a  copversioo. 

(a)  S  Esp.  219.  (b)  6  E»p.  61. 
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In  Hke  y.  Howe  (a)  the  bankrupt  sqlicited  different  cre- 
ditors to  vote  for  particular  persons  as  bis  assignees,  and 
was  therefore  properly  held  not  entitled  to  dispute  the  title 
of  those  persons  as  assignees.  In  Watson  v.  Wace  (6),  the 
latest  case  upon  this  subject^  there  is  a  clear  distinction 
from  the  present;  because  there  Wace^  one  of  the  defendants, 
was  the  person  from  whose  suit  the  plaintiff  had  been  dia? 
charged ;  and  therefore  he  might,  perhaps,  be  estopped  as 
against  that  person,  by  his  own  conduct  towards  him. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  commission  was 
valid ;  the  objection  to  its  validity  being  that  the  bankrMpt 
was  not  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act; 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  was  not.  His  own  exami- 
nation befcn-e  the  commissioners  shews  that  he  purchased 
five  acres  of  land  near  Cheltenham  for  2400/.,  and  that  he 
intended  to  use  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  n^aking  bricks, 
and,  no  doubt,  of  selling  the  bricks,  when  made.  He  con- 
tracted to  purchase  in  fee;  and  though  be  never  had  any  con- 
veyance of  tbe  legal  estate,  he  had  a  good  equitable  title  to 
the  fee,  there  having  been  an  agreement  in  writing,  under 
which  he  had  been  let  into  possession.  .  He  was,  therefore, 
in  the  same  condition  as  if  he  had  been  the  o.wner  in  fee :  for 
tbe  purpose  of  this  argument  we  can  see  no  sound  distinction 
betHreen  a  legal  and  an  equitable  title  to  the  fee.  Looking 
at  all  the  facts  in  this  case,  we  think  it  cannot  be  intended 
that  he  bought  the  land  for  the  9oU  purpose  of  making 
biicks  upon  it;  because  the  price  was  far  too  large;  though 
if  he  did,  it  would,  in  our  judgment,  be  immaterial.  He 
there  made  and  sold  bricks;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
his  BO  doing  constituted  him  a  trader.  This  is  a  question 
Juris  posiiivip  depending  wholly  upon  the  construction  of 
the  bankrupt  acts.  The  earliest  of  these  statutes,  the 
34  &  So  Henry  8,  c.  4,  (which  is  referred  to  by  Lord  Ellen- 
botwigh  in  Sutton  v.  Weeley  (c),  as  containing  in  its  pre- 
amble tbe  principle  of  the  bankrupt  laws,)  recites,  **  that 

{a)  6  Esp.  20.  (c)  7  East,  442. 

(h)  7  D.&R.  633;  5  B.  &  C.  153. 
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divers  persons^  craftily  obtaining  into  their  bands  great 
substance  of  other  men's  goods^  do  suddenly  flee  to  parts 
unknown,  or  keep  their  houses^  not  minding  to  pay  or 
restore  to  any  of  their  creditors  their  debts  and  duties,  but 
at  their  own  wills  and  pleasures  consume  their  sabstance 
obtained  by  credit  of  other  men/'  The  next,  the  13  Elit. 
c.  7/differs  little  in  its  provisions^  as  to  persons  liable  to  be 
made  bankrupts,  from  the  1  Jac»  I,  c.  15,  and  the  21  Jacl, 
c.  19i  the  latter  of  which  provides,  that  all  persons  that 
''use  the  trade  of  merchandise^  by  way  of  bargaining, 
exchange,  bartering,  chevisance,  or  otherwiscj  in  gross  or 
by  retail,  or  seeking  his,  her,  or  their  living  bj  bujiog 
add  selling,"  upon  committing  acts  of  bankruptcyi  shall  be 
accounted  and  adjudged  bankrupts.  The  buymgand 
selling  contemplated  by  that  statute,  construing  the  words 
with  relation  to  the  context,  and  to  the  preamble  of  the 
first  statute,  is  clearly  the  buying  and  selling  of  goods ; 
and  in  order  to  constitute  such  buying  and  selling,  there 
must  be  a  buying  as  well  as  a  selling  of  goods* 

A  series  of  cases  decided  upon  these  statutes,  and  ending 
with  that  of  Ex  parte  Gallimore  {a),  established  the  rule, 
that  if  a  person  makes  bricks  on  his  own  estate,  and  sells 
them,  as  a  mode  of  enjoying  the  profits  of  the  estate,  be  is 
no  trader;  and  that  it  makes  no  difference  whether  he  be  a 
freeholder  or  a  termor;  if  he  carry  on  the  business  as  a 
mode  of  making  a  profit  of  the  soil  which  he  has  as  his 
own,  whatever  his  interest  in  the  soil  may  be,  he  does  not, 
in  the  language  of  the  act  of  parliament,  ''  seek  his  living 
by  buying  and  selling;*'  and  therefore  he  is  not  liable  to 
the  bankrupt  laws  in  that  character.  But  where  a  man 
pursues  brickmaking  substantially  and  independently,  as  a 
trade,  he  is  so  liable ;  as  if,  for  instance,  he  buys  the  brick 
earth  as  a  chattel,  (and  perhaps  if  he  bought  the  brick  earth 
only  to  be  consumed  by  himself,  he  might  be  considered  as 
buying  a  chattel,)  and  purchasing  other  necessary  materials^ 
sells  the  bricks  made  with   that  earth,  he  is  a  tiader; 

(a)  2  Rose,  4$4. 
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because  then  he  is  a  person  seeking  bis  living  by  buying 
and  selling  goods.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that,  under  the 
old  statutes,,  the  plaintiff  in  this. case  could  not  have  been  . 
considered  a  trader;  nor  can. he  .under  the  present  statute 
of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  as.  a  person  ''  seeking  his  living  by  buying 
and  selling."  There  are,  undoubtedly,  some  additional 
words  in  that,  statute,  including  persons  who  "  seek  their 
living  by  the  workmanship  of  goods  or  commodities.''  The 
case  of  Ex  parte  Burgess  {a\  however,  has  decided,  and  we 
think  properly,  that  those  words  do  not  apply  to  a  person, 
making  bricks  on. his  own  estate.  They  seem  to  have  been 
introduced  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  cases  of  persons  . 
who  do  not  buy  and  sell,  but  have  other  men's  goods 
eo  trusted  to  them,  so  as  to  bring  them  within  the  operation 
of  the  bankrupt  laws,  such  as  bleachers,  fullers,  lace-rmakers,: 
stocking-knitters,  and  the  like,  who  manufacture  goods  for 
others ;  and  not  to  apply  to  those  who  employ  workman- 
ship on  goods,  as  a  part  of  the  profits  of  their  land,  such 
as  .farmers  making  cheese  or  cider,  alum-makers,  lime-. 
burners,  brick-makers,  and  the  like.  We. concur  in  the. 
opinion  expressed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  that  case,  upon 
the  construction  to  be  given  to  those,  words  of  the  statute  ; 
and  we  are  therefore  of  opinion,  first,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  estopped  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  commis- 
sion issued  against  him;  and  secondly,  that  that  commission 
is  invalid,  the  party  not  having  been  a  trader  within  the 
meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act.  The  consequence  is,  that  the 
rule  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  440/.  must 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  2Glyn&J.  183. 
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^^N^^/  Greoobt  v.  Pipbb* 

A  master  or-    XRESPASS  for  depositing  rubbish  against  the  plaintiff's 

vwitto lar''   ^*"  *"***  g*rte«-     P'«a>  not  guilty,  and  issae  thereon.    At 
rabbtshnear^  the  trial  before  Aiexafukr,  C.  B.,  at  the  Cambridgeshire 
waUy^ifut  not  ^  summer  assizes^  1828^  the  case  was  this: — The  plaintiff  wis 
th  '*'idl  "^ T^**  *®  occupier  of  a  public  house  called  The  Rising  Son,  in 
did,  naturally   Newmarket,  together  with  a  stable-yard  thereto  beloagiiig. 
abfy,"toJ?'    The^  way  to  his  stables  lay  by  a  back  gate  in  High  Street, 
the  wall,  in      throagh  a  yard  called  Old  Kinig*s  Yard.    The  defendant 
servant's  care   ^^^  ^^®  proprietor  of  the  ground  surrounding  Oid  King's 
to  prevent  it.    Yard,  and  disputed  the  plaintiff's  right  to  pass  through  it 
was  held  liable  ^^  his  stablest     He  accordingly  employed  a  labourer  named 
in  fre^Mss  (a).  Stubbings  to  lay  rubbish,  conaisting  of  bricks,  mortar, 
stones,  and  dirt,  near  the  plaintiff's  stable-yard,  in  order 
to  obstruct  the  passage*    Stubbings  did,  ort  the  96th  of 
April,  and  several  successive  days,  lay  rubbish  accordingly, 
some  of  which  rolled  against  the  plaintiff^s  wall  and  gates, 
and  lay  there  to  the  height  of  about  two  feet,  and  to  the 
length  of  about  six  yards.     Stubbings,  who  was  the  witness 
to  prove  the  plaintiff's  case,  de{^osed,  that  the  defendant 
had  employed  him  to  lay  the  rubbish,  but  had  charged  him 
not  to  let  any  of  it  touch  the  plaintiff's  wall;  that  he  obeyed 
those  instructions  as  well  as  he  could,  and  originally  laid 
the  rubbish,  at  a  distance  of  four  or  five  feet  firom  tiie  wall; 
but  that  the  rubbish  being  of  a  loose  kind,  as  it  became  dry 
naturally^  shingled  down  towards  the  wall,  and  at  lengdi 
unavoidably  rolled  against  it.    The  defendant  had  been 
requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  remove  the  rubbish,  but  he 
refused  to  do  so,  and  the  present  action  was  brought.     It 
was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  form 
of  action,  trespass,  was  not  maintainable  under  such  circum- 
stances; for  as  the  defendant  had  ordered  his  servant  not 
to  let  the  rubbish  touch  the  plaintiff's  wall,  its  having 
touched  it  was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  servant, 
for  which  the  proper  form  of  action  was  case.    The  learned 
Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  directed  the  jury  to  find 

(fl)   VUk  post,  50Q,  {a). 
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a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffj  but  gave  the  defendant  permission        1829. 

to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.     A  rule  nisi  having  been     ^^''^^ 
,.     ,  °  GREeoaY 

obtained  accordmgly^  v. 

Piper. 

Stwks,  Serjt.^  and  F.  Kelly ^  appeared  to  shew  cause, 
but  were  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  desired  to  hear 

Denman  and  Gutming  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
plaintiff  has  misconceived  his  form  of  action*  A  master  is 
not  liable  in  trespass  for  the  wilful  aotbf  bis  Servant,  done 
without  his  direction  or  assent,  M'Manus  v^  CrichM  (di) ; 
and  an  action  on  the  Ciue,  and  not  an  action  of  irt$pa$s\  is 
the  proper  remedy  for  an  injury  done  to  th^  |>laioftiff'by  the 
negligent  conduct  of  the  defendant's  servant;  Mor/ey  v. 
Gaisfard  (6),  It  is  an  •established  principle  of  law,  that  if 
a  servant,  who  is  ordered- to  perform  a  lawful  act,  exceeds 
his  authority,  and  thereby  commits  an  injury,  the  misstelr  is 
not  liable.  Here  the  roaster  expressly  ordered  the  servant 
to  take  care  that  the  rubbish  did  not  touch  the  plaintiff's 
wall.  If  the  thing  complained  of  had  been  the  certain  and 
inevitable  consequence  of  the  act  dene,  the  master  might 
have  been  liable;  but  it  was  not  so :  the  servant  might  by 
great  care  have  prevented  the  rubbish  from  touching  the 
plaintiff's  wall. 

Batlby,  J. — A  trespass  has  been  committed;  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether  that  trespass  Was  or  was  not,  in 
point  o(  law,  the  act  of  the  master.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  it  was.  It  is  true  that  the  master  directed  the  servant 
to  lay  the  rubbish  so  as  not  to  let  any  of  it  touch  the  plain- 
tiff's wall ;  but  if,  in  the  execution  of  the  order,  it  was  the 
natural  and  unavoidable  consequence  of  the  act  ordered  to 
be  done,  that  some  of  the  rubbish  should  touch  the  wall, 
the  master  is  undoubtedly  liable  in  trespass.  Here  the 
evidence  shewed  that  such  was  the  natural  and  unavoidable 

(a)  1  East,  loa    And  see  Brucker        (6)  a  U.  Bio.  442. 
T.  Fromonij  6  T.  R.  659. 
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consequence,  and  therefore  the  master  is  liable  in  trespass. 
This  rule  must  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  agree  with  my  brother  Bayky.  If 
a  servant  perfonns  work  by  order  of  his  master,  under  a 
restriction  which  it  is  difficult  to  observe,  and  breaks  the 
restriction  in  the  course  of  the  work,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
the  master  is  liable  in  trespass.  The  master,  in  such  a 
case,  has  a  right  to  expect  only  ordinary,  not  extraordinary 
care  from  the  servant.  Therefore,  if  the  servant  uses  ordi- 
nary care  in  carrying  the  master's  order  into  executioo,  and 
yet  an  injury  is  done  to  a  third  person,  the  master  is  liaUe 
in  trespass  for  that  injury ;  but  if  the  injury  arise  from  the 
want  of  ordinary  cai'e  in  the  servant,  the  iliaster  is  liable 
only  in  case.  Here  the  servant  did  use  ordinary  care  in 
executing  the  master's  order,  and  yet  the  rubbish  ran 
against  the  plaintiff's  wall,  for  which  the  defendant  is  liable 
in  trespass. 


'  Parke,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Ifbut  a  single  stone 
had  been  put  against  the  wall,  it  would  have  been  a  trespass. 
Siubbings  said,  that  he  was  ordered  not  to  let  the  rubbish 
touch  the  wall;  but  he  also  said,  that  it  was  natural  and  una- 
voidable that  some  of  the  rubbish  should  roll  againstthe  wall. 
The  defendant  must  be  taken  to  have  contemplated  all  the 
probable  consequences  of  the  act  which  he  had  ordered  to 
be  done,  one  of  which  was,  that  the  rubbish  would  touch 
the  plaintiff's  wall.  That  being  so,  the  laying  the  rubbish 
against  the  wall  was  as  much  the  act  of  the  defendant  as  if 
he  had  expressly  ordered  it  to  be  done. 


(a)  In  this  case  it  seems  to  have 
been  assumed,  that  if  the  defend- 
ant had  himself  done  the  wrongful 
act,  he  would  have  been  liable  in 
trespass;  yet  the  laying  of  the  rub- 
bish at  a  distance  of  five  feet  from 
the  plaintiflTs  wall  would  appear 


Rule  discharged  (a). 

to  have  been  only  the  remote  cause 
of  the  injury  sustained,  the  proxi- 
mate cause  being  the  mJbtequeni 
drying  of  the  rubbish  by  a  natural 
process.  W^eReynolds'v.  Clarke^ 
1  Stra.  634;  Fortescue,  312;  « 
Mod.  372,  S.  C. 
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MEMORANDA. 

In  the  course  of  the  last  vacation,  Sir  William  Draper  Best, 
Knight,  resigned  the  office  of  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  which  he  had  held  since  Hilary  vacation, 
1824,  and  was  created  a  Peer  by  the  title  of  Baron  Wynford, 
of  Wynford  Elagle,  in  the  county  of  Dorset.  He  was  suc- 
ceeded by  Sir  Nicolas  Conyngham  Tindal,  Knight,  His  Ma- 
jesty's Solicitor  General,  who  was  called  to  the  degree  of 
Serjeant,  giving  rings  with  the  motto,  **  Quid  leges  sine 
moribus?",  and  took  his  seat  on  the  first  day  of  this  term. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell,  Knight,  resigned  the  office  of 
Attorney  General  to  His  Majesty,  and  was  again  succeeded 
by  Sir  James  Scarlett,  Knight. 

Edward  Burtenshaw  Sugden,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esquire, 
was  appointed  Solicitor  General  to  His  Majesty,  in  the 
room  of  Sir  Nicolas  Conyngham  Tindal,  Knight,  and  re- 
ceived the  honour  of  knighthood. 
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Where  A.  and 
&  submit  a 
dispute  to  the 
arbitrament  of 
Cy  and  before 
an^  award  A, 
becomes  bank- 
rupt, and  all 
his  interest  in 
the  subject- 
matter  of  the 
dispute  is 
Tested  in  C. 
and  D.,  bis 
assignees,  B, 
may  lawfully 
revoke  the 
submission. 

Wbetherthe 
submission  is 
revoked  t;)so 
facio  by  the 
bankruptcy 
and  assign- 
ment, quaere. 


Marsh  and  others.  Assignees  of  the  Estate  and  Effects  of 
Joshua  Rowe,  a  Bankrupt,  v.  Wood  and  another. 

Covenant.     The  declaration  stated,  that  before  ihc 
bankruptcy,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  May,  182£,  at  &c.,  by  a 
certain  indenture   between   defendants   and    Itotoe,   after 
reciting  that  jRou;e  alleged  that  he  was  entitled  to  charge 
defendants,  or  one  of  them,  the  loss,  or  some  part  or  share 
of  the  loss,  which  had  arisen  to  him  by  or  in  consequeoce 
of  the  purchase  of  three  ships  of  war,  called  tl  Rrme,  d 
San  Nicolas,  and  el  San  Isidro,  in  or  about  November,  1814, 
which  defendants  wholly  disputed;   and  that  there  were 
other  differences  and  disputes   between   defendants  and 
Rowe  respecting  the  said  ships;  all  which  differences  and 
disputes  the  parties  had  agreed  to  refer  to  such  person  as 
arbitrator,  and  in  such  manner  as  therein  mentioned ;  the 
parties  thereto  covenanted  with  each  other  and  every  of 
them,  that  they,  their  heirs,  &c.  should  stand  to,  obey, 
abide  by,  perform,  fulfil,  and  keep  the  award,  order,  arbi- 
trament, final  end  and  determination  of  William  Selwyn, 
Esq.  of,  upon,  and  concerning  the  said  disputes  and  diffe- 
rences, and  also  of  and  concerning  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  of  the  said  references  and  award,  to  be  made  and 
published,  as  therein  mentioned;  and  should  and  would  in 
all  things  aid  and  assist  the  arbitrator  in  the  business  of  the 
said  reference,  and  would  not  in  any  manner,  by  aiDTected 
delay  or  absence,  or  otherwise,  obstruct,  hinder,  or  impede 
the  arbitrator  in  proceeding  in  the  reference  or  making  an 
award.     Averment:  that  the  arbitrator  entered  upon  the 
reference;  that  Rowe  and  defendants  from  time  to  time 
attended  before  the  arbitrator;  that  Rotoe,  on  those  occa- 
sions, produced  before  the  arbitrator  certain  evidences,  to 
wit,  divers  vouchers,  proofs,  and  witnesses,  tending  to  sup- 
port Rowe*8  case  and  claim;  that  after  the  making  of  the 
indenture,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  making 
the  said  award,  and   after  the  production  by  Rowe  of  the 
said  evidences,  the  defendants,  by  a  certain  deed  sealed  and 
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deliv^ed  by  them  respectively,  declared  thc^  said  reference        1839. 
a/id  submission,  and  the ,  said  indenture^  and  every  covetiant 
therein^  absolutely  determined  and  made  void;  and  that  they 
xoould  not  be  bound  by  any  proceedings  which  had  taken 
place,  or  which  might  thereafter  take^  place,  or  might  be 
attempted  to  be  taken,  under  colour  or  by  virtue  thereof,  or 
offtny  of  them;  and  they  did  thereby  give  notice  to  the,  said 
lVUl\am  Selwyn,  and  to  all  other  persons  whom  it  might 
concern,  accordingly;  and, they  did, particularly  thereby. give 
the  said  William  Selwyn  notice  not  to  proceed  further  in  the 
matter  of  the  said  reference,  or  to  allow  any  further  proceed" 
ingsjo  be  taken  before  him  in  the  said  matter;  and  they  did 
thereby  revoke  and  absolutely  determine  the  said  reference 
and  submission  and  the  said,  indenture,  and  every  covenant, 
&c.  contained  therein.    Of  which  deed  the  arbitrator  had 
notice.    Whereby  th§  authority  ^nd  power  of  the  arbitrator, 
in  .respect  of  the  premises,  became  atid  was  wholly  ended 
and  determined,  to  wit„  at  &c.     Averment,  that  defendants 
did  obstruct,  hither, .  afid  impede  the  arbitrator  in  proceeding 
in  the  said  reference  and  peaking  an  award,  contrary ^Sfc, 
Averment,  that  Jiou^  and  the  plaintiffs,  by  means  of  the  pre- 
mises, not  o^ly,  lost  and  were  deprived  of  all  the  benefits 
which  would  have  arisen  to  Rowe  before  the  bankruptcy  or 
to  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  since  that  time,  from  the  award 
of  the  said  William  Seltoyn,  and  from  the  ending  and  determi- 
nation of  the  said  disputes  and  differences,  but  that  Rowe, 
before  the  bankruptcy,  and  plaintiffs  as  assignees  since  that 
time,  necessarily  and  unavoidably  were  put  to.great  expense 
in  attending  the  reference  and  conducting  the  same,  and  in 
and  about.procuring  and  producing,  and  endeavouring  &c. 
the  vpuchers,  proofs,  and  witnesses  for  the  necessary  pur- 
poses of  the  said  reference,  and  in  and  about  the  other 
expenses  attending  the  same,  aoiounting  in  the  ndiole  to  /a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  5000/.  of  lawful  money,  &c 

The  second  count  differed  from  the  first^  in  omitting  the 
passages  in  italics.  Plea,  first,  oon  est  factum ;  secondly^ 
that  after  tl^e  making  of  the  indenture  in  the  first  count 
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first  mentioned,  and  before  the  making  of  the  deed  in  that 
count  secondly  mentioned,  and  after  the  making  the  inden- 
ture in  the  second  count  first  mentioned,  and  before  the 
making  of  the  deed  in  that  count  secondly  mentioned,  and 
before  the  said  William  Selwyn  made  or  published  any  award, 
order  Sec.,  of,  upon,  or  concerning  the  said  disputes  and 
differences,  or  any  of  them,  or  of  or  concerning  any  of  the 
matters  or  things  in  or  by  the  said  indentures,  or  either  of 
them,  submitted  to  the  arbitration,  &c.  of  the  said  fVillim 
Selwyn,  to  wit,  1st  January,  1824,  at  Sec.,  Rowe  became, 
and  was  duly  declared  and  adjudged,  a  bankrupt,  accord- 
ing &c.     Verification,  and  prayer  of  judgment    Thirdly, 
that  Rowe,  before  the  making  of  the  said  several  indentures 
in  the  first  and  second  counts  of  the  declaration  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  January,  1824,  and  from  thence 
continually  until  the  suing  out  of  the  commission  of  bank- 
rupt therein  mentioned,  was  a  merchant,  dealer,  and  chap- 
man.    The  plea  then  went  on  to  state  the  trading,  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  that  after  the  making  of  (he 
said  indentures,  and  before  the  making  of  the  deeds  poll,  and 
before  the  said  William  Selwyn  had  made  or  published  anj 
award,  order  8cc.,  of,  for,  or  concerning  8cc.,  to  wi^  on  See, 
at  8cc.,  Rowe  became  bankrupt  within  the  true  intent  &c. ; 
whereupon  afterwards  and  before  the  making  of  the  deeds 
poll,  and  before  the  said  William  Selwyn  had  made  or  pub- 
lished any  award  &c.,  of,  upon,  or  concerning  &c.,  to  wit,  the 
22d  of  January,  1824,  at  8cc.,  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
issued  against  Rowe,  directed  &c.,  whereby  &c.,  by  virtue 
of  which  commission  the  major  part  of  the  commissioners 
afterwards,  and  before  the  making  of  the  deeds  poll,  and 
before  the  said  William  Selwyn  had  made  or  published 
any  award  &c.,  found  that  Rowe  had  become  a  bankrupt 
within  Sec,  and  did  then  and  there  declare  and  adjudge 
him  to  be  a  bankrupt  accordingly.     Averment,  that  after- 
wards, and  before  the  making  of  the  deeds  poll,  and  before 
the  said  William  Selwyn   had  made  and  published  any 
award  &c.,  to  wit,  the  23d  of  January,  1824,  Uowe  remain- 
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iDg  a  bankrupt^  three  of  the  cpinmissioners,  by  indenture 
between  them  and  Charles  Cuiten,  the  provisional  assignee, 
ordered^  bargained^  sold,  diposed,  assigned  and  set  over  to 
Cutten,  inter  alia,  all  claim,  right,  interest  or  demand  what- 
soever of  or  belonging  to  Rowe,  in  or  concerning  all  and 
every  the  said  matters  or  things  in  dispute  or  difference 
between  Rowe  and  the  defendants,  in  trust  for  the  imme- 
diate preservation  thereof,   and  to  and  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  Rowe  who  then  had  sought, 
or  Yfha  thereafter  should  in  due  time  come  in  and  seek 
relief,  by  virtue  of  the  said  commission.     Verification,  and 
prayer  of  judgment.     Replication  to  the  last  plea,  that 
after  the  making  of  the  indenture  between  the  commis- 
sioners and  Cutten,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  February,  18£4, 
plaintiffs,  at  a  meeting  of  the  major  part  of  the  commis- 
sioners at  the  Court  of  Commissioners,  Basinghall-street, 
in   the   city  of  London,  pursuant  to  notice  in  the  London 
Gazette  for  that  purpose  given,  were,  by  the  major  part  in 
value  of  the  creditors  of  Rowe  then  present,  and  who  had 
proved  their  debts  under  the  commission,  and  whose  debts 
respectively  amounted  to  10/.  or  upwards,  duly  nominated, 
elected,  and  chosen,  to  be  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects 
of  Rowe*     The  replication  then  stated  the  assignment  from 
the  provisional  assignee  and  the  commissioners  to  the  plain- 
tiffs.     Verification,  and  prayer  of  judgment.     To  the  de- 
fendants' second  plea  the  plaintiffs  demurred,  assigning  the 
foUowiog  causes  of  demurrer:  first,  that  the  plea  does  not 
state  that  Rowe  was  a  trader  within,  &c. ;  secondly,  that  it 
does  not  state  that  Rowe  owed  any  debt  or  debts  upon 
which  a  commission  could  legally  issue;  thirdly,  that  it 
does   not  state   that  any   commission   of    bankrupt   was 
awarded  or  issued  against  Rmoe;  fourthly,  that  it  does  not 
state   that  any  commission  of  bankrupt  was  awarded  or 
issued  against  Rowe  upon  the  petition  of  any  person  or 
persons  to  whom  Rowe  was  indebted. 

The    defendants  demurred  generally  to   the  plaintiffs' 
rcpJkaiiou  to  the  third  plea,  and  joined  in  the  plaintiffs* 
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demurrer  to  their  second  plea ;  the  plaintiffs  joined  b 
the  defendants'  demurrer  to  their  replication  to  the  second 
plea  (a). 

Follett,  for  the  defendants  (6).  The  defendants  were 
justified  in  the  course  which  they  have  taken.  First,  the 
bankruptcy  was  of  itself  a  revocation;  and  as  this  fact 
appears  upon  the  pleas,  and  is  admitted  by  the  replicatioOi 
the  defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  independenUj  of 
the  deed  poll.  Unless  the  submission  be  binding  upon  all 
parties,  it  is  void  in  toto,  Ferrer  v.  Oven  (c),  and  the  cases 
there  cited  (d).  If,  therefore,  any  thing  arise  subsequently 
to  the  submission  to  render  an  award  incapable  of  being 
enforced  against  some  of  the  parties,  the  submission  is  at 
an  end.  This  has  been  held  with  reference  to  the  death, 
I  Roll  Abr.  Authority  B.,  Sir  W.  Jones,  388,  (e)  of  one  of 
the  parties,  and  to  the  marriage,  Saccum  v.  Norton  {f)t 


(a)  The  mai^inal  notes  in  the 
demurrer  books  were  as  follow: 

*<  The  plaintifis  contend  that  the 
defendants'  second  plea  is  bad,  as 
not  setting  forth  specially  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  trading,  and  adjudi- 
cation of  bankruptcy. 

The  defendants  contend  that 
such  several  facts  being  within  the 
peculiar  information  of  the  plain- 
tifis as  assignees,  should  not  beset 
forth  specially  by  them,  and  that  a 
general  plea  of  the  bankruptcy  of 
Rowe  is  sufficiently  well  pleaded  in 
an  action  at  the  suit  ofbis  assignees. 

^  The  defendants  contend  that 
the  matters  pleaded  in  the  last 
plea  revoked  the  submission  to  ar- 
bitration, and  that  therefore  the 
replication  to  that  plea  is  bad. 
Or,  if  they  did  not  amount  to  a 
revocation,  the  revocation  made  in 
consequence  of  the  bankruptcy, 
which  was  a  justifiable  cause  for 
the    actual    revocation,    was   no 


breach  of  the  covenant  'sot  to 
obstruct,  hinder,  or  impede  the 
arbitrator,  by  affected  ddaj  or 
otherwise'.* 

(6)  Where  there  are  cro»  issoes 
or  cross  demurrers,  it  is  the  privi- 
lege of  the  plaintiff  to  be^n:  be- 
sides which,  the  only  question  here 
was,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
pleas,  which  the  plaintifi  were 
bound  to  impugn  before  the  de* 
fendant  could  be  required  to  sop- 
port  them.  It  would  Uwiefbre 
seem  that  the  plainti£is'  oouDsel 
was  entitled  to  begin. 

(c)  Ante,  i.  829;  7  B.&C.  497. 
And  see  Head  v.  Diggon,  mUe,  iii. 
97,  ibid.  100,  (6). 

(d)  DUly  v.  PolhUl,  2 Stra.  923; 
Antram  v.  Chace,  15  East,  209; 
Bidden  v.  Dowu,  6  B.  &  C.  855. 

(e)  Anon. 

(/)  2  Keble,  865.  And  see 
Toussaini  v.  Ear  top,  7  Taunt.  571 ; 
FoiU  V.  Wwrd^  1  Marsh.  366. 
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Chamley  v.  Winstanley  (a),  of  a  party  who  is  a  feme  sole.  1829. 
Here  the  baokrupt  has  ceased  to  have  any  title  to  or  interest 
in  the  matters  submitted^  and  the  authority  of  the  arbitrator 
necessarily  ceases  with  the  interest  out  of  which  it  is  de- 
rived. An  award  made  after  the  bankruptcy  would  not 
bind  the  assignees,  Kemshead ex parte{b).  The  defendants, 
therefore,  would  have  no  means  of  enforcing  an  award  if 
made  in  their  favour,  nor,  if  made  against  them,  would  it 
protect  them  from  any  further  claim  in  respect  of  the  matters 
submitted,  which  the  assignees  might  think  proper  to  set 
up, HoviUv.Lethwaite{c),  Hudsony.Granger{d).  Secondly^. 
the  defendants  were  justified  in  revoking  the  submission, 
supposing  it  not  to  have  been  already  determined,  inas- 
much as  any  award  made  after  the  bankruptcy  would  have 
been  nugatory.  Andrews  v.  Palmer  {e)  can  be  supported 
only  on  the  ground,  that  as  a  verdict  had  there  been  taken 
before  the  bankruptcy,  the  award  that  was  to  be  substi- 
tuted for  the  nominal  verdict  would  have  reference  to  the 
time  at  which  that  verdict  was  pronounced.  Thirdly,  the 
pleas  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  of  action,  inas- 
much as  the  contract  entered  into  by  the  bankrupt  with  the 
defendants,  to  refer  these  disputes  and  differences,  did  i\ot 
pass  to  the  assignees,  such  contract  forming  no  part  of  the 
bankrupt's  estate  either  as  property  or  as  a  debt;  which 
difi'ers  this  case  from  that  of  Smith  v.  Coffin  (/)• 

12.  V.  Richards,  contrsl.  Though  the  marriage  of  a  feme 
sole  will  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  submission  to  arbi- 
tration, it  gives  the  opposite  party  a  right  of  action  against 
her  and  her  husband,  Chamley  v.  Winstanley  (g),  it  being 
the  voluntary  act  of  the  party.  Here,  if  the  Court  should 
hold  the  bankruptcy  to  be  a  revocation  of  the  submission, 

(fl)  5  East,  266;  1  Smith,  433.  (c)  5  E»p.  N.P.C.  158. 

And  see  Hartford  v.  Mattingley,  ((/)  5  B.  &  A.  27. 

2  Chan.  Rep.  117;    Com.  Dig.  (0  4B.&A.  250. 

Arbiirmnent,  D.  5.  (/)  2  H.  Bla.  444. 

(h)  1  Rose,  149.  (jS)  5  East,  266;  1  Smith,  433. 
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1899.  the  bankrupt  will  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  covenant, 
by  reason  of  the  issuing  of  the  commission  of  bankrupt, 
which  is  a  proceeding  in  invitum.  The. effect  of  thebaok- 
ruptcy  in  depriving  the  bankrupt  of. all  control  oyer  .the. 
property  which  formed  the  subject-matter  of  the  reference, 
was  urged  without  success  in  Palmer  v.  Andrews  (a);  and 
there,  though  the  submission  was  by  order  of  Nisi  Prius, 
that  order  had  derived  its  efficacy  solely  from  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties.  So,  in  Haswellv.  Thorogood{h\  the 
Court  granted  an  attachment,  although  the  party  bad  become 
bankrupt  before  the  costs  awarded  had  been  taxed.  Tlie 
change  of  circumstances  alone  cannot  operate  as  a  revo- 
cation; if  it  could,  a  mere  assignment  by  a  man  of  all  his 
property  would  so  operate. 

Folleit,  in  reply.  In  Haswell  v.  Thorogood  this  point 
was  not  made.  The  Court  may  uphold  Palmer  v.  Andrews 
without  deciding  this  case  against  the  defendants. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — Without  deciding  that  bank- 
ruptcy is  of  itself  a  revocation  of  a  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion, the  pleadings  in  this  case  shew  that  all  Howe's  interest 
in  the  matters  in  dispute  was  vested  in  the  assignees,  who 
would  not  have  been  bound  by  the  award.  The  defend- 
ants, therefore,  ought  not  to  be  bound.  Where  the  original 
submission  is  not  binding  on  all  the  parties,  it  binds  none; 
and  upon  the  same  principle,  if,  by  matter  arising  subse- 
quently, the  submission  ceases  to  be  binding  upon  one  of 
the  parties,  it  is  void  in  toto. 

Bayley,  J. — If  the  bankruptcy  of  one  of.  the  parties 
render  it  impossible  that  the  award  should  bring  the  matten 
in  dispute  to  that  final  settlement  which  it  was  the  object 
of  the  reference  to  bring  about,  the  other  party  is  justified 
in  putting  an  end  to  the  arbitration.     Here  Rowers  claims 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.'  250.  however,  die  ovori  was  made  be- 

{b)  7  B.  &  C.  705.  In  that  case,      fore  the  bankruptcy. 
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were  transferred  to  his  assignees,  upon  whom  the  submis-        1889. 
sion  was  not  binding. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — ^The  mutuality  of  the  submission  was 
destroyed  by  the  assignment  of  Rowe'a  interest  in  the 
subject-matter.  The  defendants  were  therefore  justi6ed  in 
putting  an  end  to  the  reference.  This  is  like  the  non- 
performance of  a  condition  occasioned. by  the  default  of 
the  other  party. 

Pabke,  J.,  was  at  Guildhall. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  (a)  on  the 
second  demurrer,  for  the  plaintiffs  on 
the  first  demurrer. 


(a)  It  was  attempted  to  be  shewn  have  been  over-reached  by  any 

(ante,  509,)  that  a  decision  in  fa-  fictitious  relation  of  the  award  to 

Toar  of  the  defendants  in  this  case  the  verdict  which  it  re-modelled; 

might  be  reconciled  with  the  judg-  and  it  would  seem  to  be  unreason- 

ment  of  the  Court  in  Falmer  v.  able  to  hold  that  an  implied  revo- 

Andrewtj  bj  connecting  the  award  cation^  by  bankruptcy  and  assign- 

with  the  nominal    verdict  which  ment,  should  be  so  over-reached, 

bad  been  taken  before  the  bank-  unless  the  fiction  would  bind  the 

raptcj. .  It  is,  however,  clear  that  assets  of  the  bankrupt, 
an  eipress  revocation  could  not 


512  CASES  IN  THE  KINO'S  BENCH, 


1829. 

w>'v'<^  Bourne  t?.  Freeth. 

ii.  signs  a  pro-  ASSUMPSIT  for  goodfi  gold  and  delivered;  Plea,  Don 
j^^^tock^     assumpsit;  and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Hvllock, 

distillery  com-  B.  at  the  Lancashire  Spring  Assizes,  1828,  the  case  was 

pany,  toe  ge-       •  •  rr»  •  *       » 

neral  import     tms:— ^The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  price  of  545 

^ara  com-      quavery  of  malt  sold  and  delivered  in  August,  1 826,  by  die 

pany  shall  be    plaintiff  to  one  Langley,  who  conducted  a  concern  called 

fomed -^but     *®  Hunter-Street  Distillery  at  Liverpool.     The  question 

which  speaks    was  whether  the  defendant  had  rendered  himself  liable  as  a 

oF  "  the  COD— 

ditioiis  partner  in  that  concern.     In  the  early  part  of  the  year  1825 

Sr°'**'bulh-  ^''  f^Hfiorn  JPaiWie  occupied  an  estate  at  Maghull,  called 
ment  is  form-  Broadwood,  seven  miles  iVom  Liverpool,  and  believing  that 
never  wys  his  ^**®  legislature  were  about  to  pass  hn  act  for  allowing  ibe 
safaocnption.  distillation  of  whiskey  in  England,  he  entertained  the  notion 
if .  is  not  liable     ^^.,.  c      ^t^  ^  ji* 

as  a  partner  to  ^^  forming  a  company  for  that  purpose,  and  of  carrying  on 

pay  for  eoods  ^^  business  at  Broadwood ;  and  in  March.  1825,  the  fol* 
supplied  tO'  .  .  A       ■       1     •  1  L 

the  distillery     lowiog*'  prospectus  was  issued  :<^-''  As  the  legisktuie  has 

wLo  £ncw  he    "^^  authorised   the  distilling  of  whiskey  in  England,  a 

had  signed  the  company  is  proposed. to  be  formed  near  Liverpool  for  that 

tho^h^^was  purpose,  and  to  get  a  man  from  InverDe3S'shire  to  distil,  in 

present  when    the  small  still,  the  spirit  in  the  way  practised  at  Feriatosh 

uken  for  the    and  Glenlivet,  so  that  the  quality,  not  the  quantity,  will  be 

distille^,  and  ^{^^  basis  on  which  the  company  pledge  themselves  to  make 

sons  to  become  their  whiskey.    The  concern  to  be  divided  into  for^  shares 

subscribers.      ^f  jqq/  ^^^j^^  one-half  of  which  the  gentlemen  who  conduct 

the  work  will  take.     The  other  twenty  shares  will  be  filled 

up  by  subscribers.     Subscribers  to  pay  in  their  money  to 

Messrs.  Moss  and  Co.,  bankers,  Liverpool,  on  account  of 

the   Maghull  Distillery  Company,  by  the  first  of  May.'' 

This  prospectus  was   signed  by  Sir  William  Fairlie,  by 

the  defendant,  and  by  some  other  persons.    The  act  of 

parliament  alluded  to  in  the  prospectus  passed  on  the  27th 

of  June,  1825,  but  was  not  to  come  into  operation  until 

January,  1826;  and  it  prohibited  all  persons  from  canying 

on  any  distillery  at  any  greater  distance  than  a  quarter  of  a 
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mile  from  a  market  town.  On  the  20th  of  May  Sir  Wiliiam 
FcUrlie,  the  defendant,  and  two  other  persons  who  had 
signed  the  first  prospectus,  had  a  meeting  at  Liverpool, 
when  a  second  prospectus  was  prepared,  which  was  signed 
bj  all  the  four  persons  then  present,  and  afterwards  by 
others,  and  was  couched  in  the  following  terms : — *'  As  the 
legislature  has  authorised  the  distilling  of  whiskey  in  Eng- 
land, to  commence  on  the  10th  of  October  next,  and  has 
limited  the  situation  of  those  distilleries  to  within  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  of  a  market  town,  the  distillery  company  forming 
at  Maghull  will  necessarily  have  to  occupy  premises  within 
that  distance  of  Liverpool.  The  conditions  upon  which 
this  establishment  is  formed  are — iFirst,  they  pledge  them- 
selves they  will  distil  nothing  but  the  purest  malt  spirit,  in 
the  smallest  stills  that  government  will  license,  and  on  the 
same  plan  practised  in  the  highlands  of  Scotland,  for  which 
purpose  an  eminent  distiller  from  Inverness-shire  will  be 
engaged.  Secondly,  the  concern  will  be  divided  into 
twenty  shares  of  100/.  each,  which  are  transferable,  five  pf 
which  belong  to  Sir  William  Fairlie,  Bart.,  the  founder  of 
the  works,  the  other  fifteen  subscribers  to  pay  their  sub- 
scriptions to  Messrs.  Moss  and  Co.,  bankers,  Liverpool,  in 
such  proportions  as  may  be  called  for.  Thirdly,  the  con- 
cern to  be  under  the  management  of  a  committee  of  three 
of  the  subscribers,  to  be  chosen  annually  on  the  10th  of 
October.  Fourthly,  regular  books  to  be  kept,  which  shall 
be  open  for  inspection  of  any  of  the  subscribers,  and  a 
division  of  the  profits  made  twice  a  year,  at  Ladyday  and 
Michaelmas.  Fifthly,  ten  per  cent*  to  be  paid  into  the 
bank,  on  or  before  the  1st  of  June  next."  At  this  meeting 
it  was  proposed  that  the  premises  in  Hunter  Street  should 
be  taken,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant  objected 
to  the  proposal.  At  this  meeting  it  was  also  agreed  that  the 
parties  present  should  solicit  persons  of  respectability  at 
Liverpool  to  become  shareholders.  Subsequently,  Sir 
William  Fairlie  inclosed  a  copy  of  the  prospectus  in  a  letter 
to  the  defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 
VOL«  iv.  L  L 
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tssd.  ''  I  inclose  the  prospectus.    If  Ij}rd  Blajpiey  and  Sir 

)^^^^^^^  John  Tobin  take  shares^  let  them  subscribe  it:  it  is  then 

9.  fulL     I  have  directed  a  copy  of  the  new  act  (when  filled 

Fbeeth.  ypj  jQ  jjg  ggpj  jQ  ^jg  ^Q  y^yy  cwttf  wfaich  joo  will  take  care 

of.     Mr.  J,  Drinkwaier  wished  to  see  it." 

To  this  the  defendant  sent  the  following  answer,  dated 
the  «4th  of  May,  1825  :— 

**  I  should  have  written  to  you  before,  but  Sir  John 
Tobin*^  having  been  absent  for  the  last  few  days  prevented 
'  me.  I  was  with  him  this  morning,  and  shewed  bim  the 
prospectus ;  but  he  seemed  not  to  think  much  of  i^  and 
declined  becoming  a  shareholder ;  so  I  am  afraid  fat$  reluc- 
tance will  deter  Lord  Blayney,  who  will  be  here  about  the 
beginning  of  next  week.  I  had  some  conversation  with 
Mr.  John  Richardson  upon  it;  however,  he  does  not  appear 
to  think  it  will  answer,  on  account  chiefly  of  the  trooUe 
the  excise  at  Liverpool  give  to  all  concerns  of  this  nature. 
Not  being  a  judge  and  totally  unacquainted,  I  cannot  give 
an  opinion.  On  your  return  all  parties  must  lay  their  heads 
together.    J,  Drinkwaier  I  have  not  seen/' 

In  June,  4  825,  a  person  named  Murray  wacs  employed 
by  Sir  William  Fairlie  to  conduct  the  distillery,  and  the 
names  of  Murray  and  G).  were  affixed  to  the  premises. 
In  that  month,  Sutherland  and  Co.,  who  were  brass- 
founders  at  Liverpool,  were  employed  by  Sir  WUrum 
Fairlie  to  fit  up  the  distillery,  and  he  shewed  nbetn  the  tnro 
prospectuses  signed  by  the  defendant.  To  the  secondf  pro- 
spectus there  were  subscribed  the  names  of  ten  persons, 
including  those  of  Sir  fVilliam  Fairlie^  and  the  defendant 
On  the  SOth  of  June,  1825,  Sir  William  Faitlie  iettt  to  the 
defendant  a  circular  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy : — 

"  As  Mr.  Wm.  Murray,  distiller,  has  taken  the  premises 
to  fit  up  the  same  for  commencing  distilling  whiskey,  agree- 
ably to  tbe  prospectus,  of  which  you  a^e  a  shareholder, 
upon  the  10th  of  October  next,  it'will  be  necessary  for  you 
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to  pay  in  Ihe  amount  of  your  subscription,  100/.,  to  Messrs. 
Moss  and  Co.^  on  or  before  the  Ist  of  August  next,  on  his 
accouutj  to  enable  him  to  complete  the  arrangements  neces- 
sary: the  receipts  will  be  left  at  the  bank." 
.  With  this  circular  he  also  sent  the  following  letter: — 

"  I  annex  a  circular,  and  congratulate  you  that  Mr. 
Murrmf  has  undertaken  the  management,  as  we  could  not 
have  found  a  more  fit  person  to  conduct  it  with  every  pro- 
spect of  advantage.  He  has  stipulated  that  all  the  sub- 
acriptions  shall  be  paid  in  full  by  the  1st  of  August,  and, 
failing  that  being  done,  he  is  to  have  the  shares  forfeited. 
No  more  than  100/.  will  be  required  from  any  of  the  sub* 
scribers^  and  there  is  every  reason  to  expect  the.  profits  will 
be  handsome,  of  which  you  will  be  entitled  to  a  twentieth 
ahare." 

On  the  25th  of  August,  1823,  a  gentleman  named  Edr 
monds,  by  direction  of  the  defendant,  wrote  to  Sir  William 
Fairlie  a  letter,  from  which  the  following  is  an  extract : — 

''  With  respect  to  the  subscription  for  the  distillery. 
General  Freeth  requested  me  to  say,  that  the  notice  was  so 
short  from  the  time  he  received  your  letter,  forwarded  by 
me,  to  the  period  mentioned  by  which  the  shares  were  to 
be  forfeited,  it  was  out  of  his  power,  from  unforeseen 
causes,  to  lodge  the  amount  within  the  time  prescribed.^' 

Not  one  of  the  persons  who  signed  the  prospectus  paid 
their  subscription^.  In  December,  1825,  a  person  named 
Langtey  was  engaged  to  conduct  the  business,  and  then  the 
namea  of  Langhy  and  Co.  were  affixed  to  the  premises. 
Langley  being  desirous  of  purchasing  malt  of  the  plaintiff, 
gave  him  a-  reference  to  Sutherland  and  Co.,  who  informed 
him  that  all  the  persons  who  had  subscribed  the  second 
prospectus,  including  the  defendant,  were  partners.  This 
being  the  plaintiff's  case,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  that  he  was  not  liable  as  a  partner.  First, 
that  he  was  not  an  actual  partner,  entitled  to  share  in  the 
profits  of  the  concern,  if  it  had  produced  any,  because  he 

ll2 
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1899.         had  never  paid  the  subscription,  the  payment  of  which  was 
-.  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  share  in  those  profits.    Secondlj, 

V.  ^  that  the  mere  signing  of  the  prospectus  was  not  ao  act  by 
KEETH.  Yf\^iQ\^  the  defendant  had  held  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a 
partner — that  prospectus,  as  was  apparent  from  the  terms 
of  it,  was  nothing  more  than  a  proposal  for  a  partnership 
to  be  formed  at  a  future  time,  upon  certain  conditiops— *the 
proposed  partnership  was  not  to  commence  until  a  certain 
capital  was  raised — the  prospectus  was  merely  a  proposal 
to  form  a  partnership,  if  other  subscribers  could  be  ob- 
tained and  a  capital  of  2000/.  could  be  raised.  It  could 
not  fairly  be  inferred  from  the  prospectus  that  the  defendant 
intended  to  pledge  his  credit  as  a  partner  until  the  whole 
capital  had  been  raised.  The  learned  judge  inclined  to  the 
opinion  that  the  defendant  had  rendered  himself  liable  as  a 
partner  by  the  act  of  signing  the  prospectus ;  but  he  reserved 
the  point  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court.  The  defend- 
ant then  went  into  his  case  and  endeavoured  to  prove  that, 
even  conceding  that  there  had  been  a  partnership,  be  had 
put  ao  end  to  it  before  the  goods  were  supplied  by  the 
plaintiff.  For  this  purpose,  Edmonds,  who  had  by  the 
defendant's  desire  written  to  Sir  William  Fairlie  the  letter 
of  the  25th  of  August,  1825,  was  called  as  a  witness.  He 
stated  that  he  had  subsequently  had  a  conversation  with 
Sir  William  Fairlie  upon  the  subject  of  the  letter,  in  the 
course  of  which  the  latter  ejcpressed  his  regret  that  the  de* 
fendant  had  declined  having  any  concern  in  the  disttNeiy. 
Upon  this,  the  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whe- 
ther, supposing  the  defendant  to  have  been  at  one  time  a 
partner,  he  had  done  any  thing  to  put  an  end  to  the  part- 
nership ;  and  they  found  that  "  the  defendant  had  never 
abandoned  the  concern  or  his  liability  under  the  prospectus.** 
A  verdict  was  then  taken  for  the  plaintiff  subject  to  the  point 
reserved,  upon  which  the  defendant  had  leave  to  move  for  a 
nonsuit;  and  a  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

F.  Pollock,  Starkie,  and  Alderson,  now  shewed  cause. 
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There  can  be  no  doubt  that  certain  persons  entered  into  a        18^9. 
partnership  to  carry  on  the  distillery ;  the  only  question  is,      bT^'^^*^ 
whether  the  defendant  was  one  of  those  persons.     [Lord  v. 

Tenierden,  C.J.  Before  you  can  charge  the  defendant  as  a  *^**^'^=- 
partner,  you  roust  shew  either  that  he  was  an  actual  partner, 
entitled  to  share  the  profit  and  liable  to  contribute  to  the 
loss,  or  that  he  held  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner, 
and  gave  the  partnership  the  credit  of  his  name.]  Then, 
first,  the  defendant  was  an  actual  partner.  The  business 
of  the  distillery  commenced  before  the  whole  of  the  intended 
capital  had  been  raised,  and  if  any  profits  had  been  realised, 
the  defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  share  them  rate- 
ably  with  the  other  subscribers.  But  if  this  be  doubtful, 
secondly,  at  all  events  the  defendant  held  himself  out  to  the 
world  as  a  partner,  by  subscribing  the  prospectus.  The 
fair  and  obvious  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  language 
of  the  prospectus  was,  that  a  partnership  had  been  already 
formed  by  and  among  the  persons  who  had  subscribed  the 
prospectus,  for  it  states  that  "  the  conditions  upon  which 
this  establishment  is  formed  are,"  so  and  so.  The  defendant 
was  present  at  the  meeting  when  it  was  proposed  that  the 
premises  in  Hunter  Street  should  be  taken;  he  made  no 
objection  to  that  proposal;  he  solicited  other  persons  to 
become  subscribers.  The  prospectus  was  the  only  instru- 
ment executed,  and  any  tradesman  seeing  that  the  business 
was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  company,  and  learning 
that  the  defendant  and  other  persons  had  subscribed  the 
prospectus,  might  reasonably  regard  those  persons  as  the 
principals,  and  consider  himself  safe  in  giving  them  credit. 
The  late  case  of  Vice  v.  Lady  Anson  (a)  will  probably  be 
cited  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  but  that  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present.  There  the  defendant  was  not  an 
original  subscriber,  and  the  plaintiff,  when  he  supplied  the 
goods,  had  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  defendant  had  any 
interest  in  the  mine.     Here  the  defendant  was  an  original 

(0)  1  M.  &  R.  113;  7  B.  &  C.  409. 
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ffubscriber,  and  that  fact  was  known  to  the  plaintiff  when 
he  supplied  the  goods.  There  are  other  cases  strong  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff.  In  Perriffg  v.  Hone  (a)  the  plaintiff's 
name  was  entered  in  a  book  with  those  of  several  other 
subscribers  to  a  projected  joint  stock  company.-  The 
plaintiff  received  certain  scrip  receipts,  but  sold  them 
before  the  deed  for  the  formation  of  the  company  was 
executed^  and  he  was  not  a  party  to  that  deed.  It  was 
held,  nevertheless,  that  he  was  a  partner  in  the  concern. 
[Bat/ley,  J.  The  ground  of  that  decision  was,  that  Sir  Join 
Perring  had  not  sold  his  shares  in  the  mode  prescribed  by 
the  deed,  and  that  he  therefore  continued  to  be  the  holder 
of  them.]  In  Lawkr  v.  Kershaw  (b)  it  was  held  by  Lord 
Tenterden,  at  Nisi  Prius,  that  a  party  paying  a  deposit 
on  shares  in  a  trading  company,  and  afterwards  signing  the 
deed  of  partnership,  was  to  be  considered  as  a  partner  from 
the  time  of  his  paying  the  deposit. 

J.  Williams  and  Patteson,  contri,  were  stopped  by  the 

Court. 

'  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  de- 
fendant in  this  case  was  not  a  partner  as  between  him  and 
the  other  persons  who  proposed  being  members  of  the 
Company,  whoever  they  might  be.  That  follows  from  the 
letter  of  the  25th  of  August,  1825,  which  was  written  by 
the  authority  of  the  defendant.  But  I  agree  that  although 
he  might  not  be  actually  a  partner,  still  if  he  held  himself 
out  to  the  world  as  a  partner,  he  is  liable  as  such.  The 
question,  therefore,  is,  did  he  hold  himself  out  to  the  world 
as  a  partner  ?  That  depends  entirely  upon  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  the  prospectus  which  he  signed.  That  instrament 
indicates  that  a  company  was  about  to  be  formed,  not  diat 
one  was  actually  formed,  for  it  begins  by  speaking  of"  the 
distillery  com pany /ormtwg  at  MaghuU."  It  has  been  urged 
that  the  subsequent  words,  "  the  conditions  upon  which 

(a)  4  Bingh.  28.  (6)  1  M.  &  M.  93. 
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dds  ^sUblisbmeDt  informed,  are^^  so  and  so«  indicate  that  a 
icoBipiMPj  had  been  already  actually  formed ;  and,  taken  by 
tbemselyes,  those  words  undoubtedly  might  bear  that  import 
^ul.the  remaining  parts  of  the  prospectus,  as  well  as  the 
pr^eding.  words  to  which  I  have  already  alluded,  clearly 
iipply.  that  the  company  was  to  be  formed  thereafter*  It 
goes  on,  "  the  concern  will  be  divided  into  twenty  shares  of 
XQOU  each,  which  are  transferable,  fiv^  of  which  belong  tQ 
Sir  WilHam  Fairlie,.  Bart.,  the  founder  of  the  works,  th^ 
Q|h«r.  fifteen  subscribers  to  pay  in  their  subscriptions  to - 
Messrs,  i(|ps«  &  Co,,  bankers,  Liverpool,  in  such  proport 
ttons  as  may  be  called  for.  The  concern  to  be  undei'the 
management  of  a  committee  of  three  of  the  subscribers,  to 
be  chosen  annually  on  the  10th  of  October.  Ten  per  cent. 
tQ  be  paid  into  the  Bank  on  or  before  the  1st  of  June  next" 
The  defendant,  therefore,  has  signed  a  paper,  the  import  of 
which  is,  that  a  company  was  to  be  formed  thereafter^ 
and  his  having  signed  that  paper  cannot  indicate  to  any 
person.. who  reads  it  that  be  has  become  a  member  of  a 
compai^  already  formed*  He  has  not,  therefore,  held 
himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner  in  a  company  already 
formed,  and  he  is  not  liable  in  this  action.  The  rule  for 
enteriog  a  nonsuit  must  consequently  be  made  absolute. 

Bayley,  J. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  a  nonsuit  must 
be  entered  in  this  case.  In  order  to  be  chargeable  as  a 
partner,  a  man  must  either  be  actually  a  partner,  or  must 
have  done  some  act  which  justifies  others  4n  treating  him 
as  a  partner.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  defendant  in  this 
case  was  not  actually  a  partner;  but  it  is  contended  that  his 
signing  the  prospectus  of  the  20th  of  May,  1824,  was  an. 
act  %vhidi  justified  the  plaintiff  in  treating  him  as  a  partner. 
If  that  prospectua  imports  that  the  person  signing  it  was  at. 
the  time  a  partner,  in  a  company  already  formed,  he  would - 
undoubtedly  continue  to  be  so  until  the  partnership  waft 
legally  dissolved ;  but  the  prospectus  imports  that  some-: 
thing  retqained  to  be  done  before  the  company  waa  to  be; 
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formed^  and  not  that  it  was  formed  already.  Now  the 
defendant  certainly  did  not  become  a  partner  by  means  of 
any  act  done  by  him  subsequently  to  his  signing  the  pro- 
spectus. Almost  immediately  after  signing*  he  writes^ 
stating  that  he  had  shewn  the  prospectus  to  other  persoDi 
who  declined  becoming  members  of  the  company.  He 
never  interferes  again  until  August,  1825,  when  he  wiitesi 
through  the  medium  of  Mr.  Edmonds,  stating  that  it  bid 
been  out  of  his  power  to  be  able  to  lodge  the  amount  of 
the  subscription  within  the  period  by  which  the  shares  were 
to  be  forfeited.  The  merely  seeing  the  defendant's  osme 
to  the  prospectus  was  therefore  no  ground  for  the  plaintiff's 
presuming  that  he  had  become  a  partner  at  the  time  when 
he  signed  it.  The  plaintiff  should  have  inquired,  before 
he  supplied  the  goods  upon  the  defendant's  credit,  whether 
he  had  become  a  partner  subsequently,  and  if  he  had  so 
inquired,  he  would  have  found  that  he  had  not. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.-*I  am  also  of  the  same  opmion.  The 
plaintiff  supplied  the  goods,  as  he  says,  upon  the  credit  of 
the  defendant.  The  goods,  however,  were  not  ordered  by 
the  defendant,  but  by  a  third  person,  who  could  not  bind 
the  defendant  without  some,  authority,  eipress  or  implied. 
It  is  said  that  he  had  an  implied  authority,  because  he  was 
a  partner,  and  one  partner  has  an  implied  authori^  to  bind 
another  in  partnership  transactions.  Still  the  question 
remains,  was  the  defendant  a  partner?  Now  he  could  not 
be  an  actual  partner  unless  there  was  a  partnership  actualiy 
formed ;  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  no  partnership  was  -ever 
actually  formed  between  the  defendant  and  those  indivi- 
duals who  proposed  to  carry  on  the  concern.  It  b  said 
that  the  defendant  held  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  part- 
ner by  the  act  of  signing  the  prospectus.  I  think. that  is 
not  so,  because  the  act  of  signing  the  prospectus  did  not 
give  authority  to  any  person  to  carry  on  the  business  on  his 
account.  The  same  may  be  said  of  his  letters.  On  the 
28tb  of  May  he  informs  Sir  William  Fairlie  that  he  had 
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solicited  certain  persons  to  become  subscribers,  who  had 
declined  so  doing;  and  on  the  23d  of  Augusti  that  be  had 
been  unable  to  pay  the  subscription,  the  payment  of  which 
was  absolutely  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  a  share  of  the 
profits,  if  there  should  be  any.  Neither  of  those  letters 
shews  that  he  gave  authority  to  any  person  to  carry  on  the 
business  on  his  account.  Then  as  the  defendant  did  not, 
either  by  having  actually  become  a  partner,  or  by  holding 
himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner,  give  any  implied 
authority  to  the  person  who  ordered  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiff  to  bind  him,  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  for  the  goods. 
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Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  Parke,  J.,  having  been  concerned  in  the  cause  when  at  the  bar, 
giive  DO  opinion. 


Harratt  and  another  v.  Wise. 

Assumpsit  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  goods  on  board 
the  ship  Ann,  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  Buenos  Ayres. 
The  loss  was  alleged  to  be  by  capture.  Plea,  non  assumpsit ; 
and  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. 
at  the  London  adjourned  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1828, 
the  case  was  this.  The  Ann  sailed  from  Liverpool  on  the 
4th  of  February,  1826,  and  having  encountered  bad  weather 
and  received  much  damage,  put  into  Lochendale,  one  of 
the  western  isles  of  Scotland,  on  the  19th  of  February,  to 
repair.  She  sailed  from  thence  on  the  12th  of  March, 
arrived  off  Monte  Video  in  May,  was  there  captured  by 
the  squadron  then  blockading  Buenos  Ayres,  was  carried 
into  Monte  Video,  and  from  thence  was  sent  to  Rio 
Janeiro,  where  her  cargo  was  taken  out  and  put  into  the 
government  stores.  Notice  of  abandonment  was  given  on 
the  6th  of  May,  and  refused.  While  the  Ann  lay  at  Loch- 
endale some  of  the  crew  deserted,  and  the  captain  went  to 


If  a  ship,  the 
cargo  or  which 
is  insured,  sails 
from  a  British 
port,  and 
notice  is  after- 
wards given  in 
the  Gazette 
that  the  foreien 
port  to  which 
she  is  bound  is 
blockaded,  it 
is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the 
jury,  in  an 
action  upon 
the  policy,  the 
ship  having 
been  captured, 
whether  the 
captain  knew 
of  the  block- 
ade or  not. 
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18M.  GreefDock  to  procure  other  meui  and  was  absent  five  ivj9i 
The  blockade  of  Buenos  Ayres  was  notified  in  die  Londoii 
Gazette  on  the  I8tb  of  February.  The  idsttranoe  was 
effected  on  the  d2d  of  that  month.  The  mate,  who  was 
examined,  disnied  any  knowledge  by  himself,  and^as  6iras 
be  knew,  by  the  captain,  who  was  not  exanulied,  of  tke 
existing  blockade,  until  the  iiiui^ame  up  wkh  the  block- 
ading squadfon,  which  was  by  night.  A  number  of  Aps 
being  observed  there  together,  the  captain  dropped  aachor, 
tod  retnained  tilt  daylight,  in  order  to  obtain  informatba^ 
when  the  Ami  wab  captured.  Upon  this  endenoeLord 
Tenterden  left  it  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  fact,  whether 
the  captieiiii  knew  of  the  blockade  before  be  staled  from 
Lochendale,  directing  them,  if  they  thought  that  he  did 
not,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs;  and  they  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  accordingly. 

Brougham,  in  the  succeeding  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  voyage,  being  to 
a  blockaded  port,  was  illegal,  and  that  the  notice  of  the 
blockade  in  the  Gazette  was  notice  to  all  the  king's  subjeds, 
and  therefore  that  the  captain,  when  he  sailed  from  Loch- 
^ndalci  must  be  pi'csumed  to  have  known  of  the  blockade. 
He  cited  the  Cases  of  The  N^iunu&{a),  The  AdelaiA{b\ 
and  The  Shepherdess  (c).  .      . 

Scarlett,  A.G.,  and  Tomlinson,  on  a  former  day  ia^lhis^ 
tei-m  shewed  cause.  First,  the  voyage  was  legal  ia  its 
inception,  because  it  commenced  before  the  notification  of 
the  blockade.  The  insurance,  therefore,  was  valid,  because 
it  was  upon  a  legal  Toyage^  Then,  the  voyage  and  the 
insurance  being  prim&  facie  legal,  no  illegality  of  intention 
can  be  presumed  on  the  part  of  the  captain*  Illegality  in 
the  insurance  must  be  the  conseqnenoe  of  illegality  in  the 
voyage.  There  is  nothing  illegal  in  effecting  a  policy  on  a 
^ip  after  the  insurer  knows  that  she  is  sailing  for  a  block* 

(fl)  2  Rob.  Adm'.  R.  110.  (6)  lb.  IIS,  n.  (c)  5  lb.  262. 
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ftded  port.  The  policy  may  be  good  for  the  voyage,  so  long 
as  die  voyage  remains  legal,  that  is,  so  long  as  the  oaptain 
16  igaorpnt  of  the  blockade,  or,  if  the  voyage  is  completed, 
while  he'SO  continues  ignorant.  The  ship  may  commence 
her  voyage  for  a  blockaded  port>  and  may  find  on  her  arrival 
that  the  blockade  is  at  an  end.  She  may  founder  at  sea  in 
the  course  of  the  voyage,  before  the  captain  knows  of  the 
biocloade,  10  which  case  clearly  the  assured  would  be  pro*- 
tected  by  the  policy.  Upon  the  same  principle  he  is  pro-^ 
tected  alsa  where  the  vessel  is  captured  by  the  blockading 
sqqadron>  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  captain. 
Seoondly,  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  conclusive  of  tfie  fact, 
that  the  captain  was  ignorant  of  the  blockade  when  he 
sailed  from  Lochendale.  The  doctrine  laid  down,  in  the 
cases  of  The  Neptunus  (a)  and  The  Adelaide  {b),  namely, 
that  ftx>m  the  moment  a  notification  of  a  Uockade  is  made 
to  agovemnfent,  it  binds  the  subjects  of  that  state^  because 
it  is  supposed  to  circulate  through  the  whole  country,  must 
be  eooaidered  wilh  reference  to  the  particular  facts  of  those 
cases,  and  the  parties  between  whom  they  were  decided. 
Those  were  decisions  upon  the  question  of  the  right  of 
capture  between  the  subjects  of  different  states.  It  mast 
be  admitted  that,  as  between  nation  and  nation,  notice  to  a 
govemment  is  notice  to  its  subjects,  that  is,  when  a  rea- 
sonable time  has  elapsed  for  the  government  to  communi- 
cate such  notice.  But  in  a  municipal  court,  where  the 
paitiea  are  subjects  of  the  same  state,  appearing  in  the 
respective  characters  of  assured  and  underwriter,  the  fact 
ofnoUceand  of  consequent  illegality  of  intention  is  the 
very  point  in  issue.  As  between  such  parties  the  policy 
operates  as  a  general  contract  of  indemnity  against  all  risks 
incurred  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  assured. 
Besides,  the  rule  that  notice  in  the  Gazette  is  notice  to  all 
the  ki  og's  subjects,  is  a  rule  of  presumption  only,  and  in 
this  case  that  presumption  has  been  negatived  by  the  finding 
of  the  jury — a  finding  well  warranted  by  the  evidence/ 

(a)  2  Rob.  Adm;  R.  110.  ib)  lb.  112,  n. 
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1829.  which  satisfactorily  established  the  absence  of  such  notice 
in  fact.  The  testimony  of  the  mate,  and  the  conduct  of 
the  captain  upon  failing  in  with  the  blockading  squadron, 
completely  rebutted  the  presumption  of  notice  in  this  case. 
Thiat  being  so,  the  case  is  relieved  from  the  question  whe- 
ther, by  the  law  of  nations,  the  assured,  having  notice, 
might  lawfully  commence  a  voyage  to  the  blockaded  port, 
upon  the  chance  of  the  blockade  ceasing,  regard  being  had 
to  the  distance,  and  to  the  unsettled  and  fluctuating  coodi- 
tion  of  the  country  to  which  that  port  belonged :  though  if 
that  question  were  raised,  the  case  of  The  Shepherdest  (a) 
seems  to  be  an  authority  for  answering  it  in  the  affirmative. 

Brougham,  contra.  The  voyage  was  illegal,  therefore  the 
policy  is  void.  It  is  a  settled  rule  of  law  that  from  the 
moment  a  notification  of  a  blockade  is  made  to  a  govern- 
ment, it  binds  the  subjects  of  that  state,  because  it  is  sap- 
posed  to  circulate  through  the  whole  country.  In  this  case, 
therefore,  the  captain  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  of 
the  blockade  at  the  time  when  he  sailed  from  Lochendale; 
by  no  means  a  violent  presumption,  for  he  had  been  to 
Greenock  and  back,  and  was  on  shore  for  five  days  toge- 
ther. It  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of  The  Shepherdess  {a)» 
that  under  such  circumstances  the  act  of  sailing  constitutes 
the  offence,  therefore  the  captain  in  this  case  was  guilty  of 
an  offence  against  the  law  of  nations  when  be  sailed  fiom 
Lochendale ;  the  loss  of  the  ship  was  the  consequence  of 
that  offence ;  and  such  a  loss  the  underwriters  are  not  liable 
to  make  good. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment, 
which  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Tentebdbn,  C.  J.,  who,  after  recapitulating  the 
facts  of  the  case,  thus  proceeded : — Upon  this  evidence  it 
was  contended^  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  both  at  nisi 
(a)  5  Rob.  Adm.  R.  2C%. 


TRINITY  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV.  625 

prius  and  upoo  the  motion  for  a  new  trials  that  the  voyage,        i^^^* 
being  to  a  blockaded  port,  was  illegal  in  its  inception,  and, 
that  the  policy  was  therefore  void.    Upon  the  discussion  of 
the  rule  the  same  argument  was  urged,  and  it  was  further 
contended  that  as  the  captain  had  been  at  Lochendale  and 
at  Greenock  after  the  time  when  the  notification  of  the 
blockade  might,  and  must  be  presumed  to  have  reached 
those  places,  he  must  be  presumed  to  have  heard  of  it,  and 
had  avoided  the  policy  by  afterwards  prosecuting  the  voyage; 
and  the  cases  of  The  Neptunus(a),  The  Adelaide  (b),  and 
The  Shepherdess  (c),  were  cited.     We  are  of  opinion  that  it 
cannot  be  said  that  this  voyage  was  illegal  in  its  inception  ; 
because  the  actual  commencement  of  the  voyage  was  the 
ship's  departure  from  Liverpool,  which  took  place  before 
the  Gazette  containing  the  notification  of  the  blockade  was 
published.     Admitting  that  the  blockading  nation  may,  by 
the  law  of  nations,  be  allowed  to  consider  its  notification  of 
a  blockade  as  notice  thereof  to  all  the  subjects  of  the 
nation  to  which  the  notification  has  been  made,  for  it  can- 
not be  expected  that  the  blockading  nation  should  be  re- 
quired, or  would  be  able  if  required,  to  prove  actual  know- 
ledge in  the  captain  of  every  vessel  of  the  other  country, 
yet,  such  a  rule,  allowing  it  to  prevail  to  the  supposed  ex- 
tent, though  it  may  be  open  to  some  qualification  and  re- 
laxation for  the  furtherance  of  justice  and  the  benefit  of 
commerce,  cannot,  in  our  opinion,  be  applied  to  the  case  of 
insurance.     And  if  the  possibility,  or  even  probability,  of 
actual  knowledge  should  be  considered  as  legal  proof  of 
the  fact  of  actual  knowledge,  as  prasumptio  juris  et  dejure, 
the  presumption  might,  in  some  cases,  be  contrary  to  the 
fact,  and  such  a  rule  might  work  injustice.     We  are,  there- 
fore, of  opinion  that  such  a  rule  cannot  be  established  as  a 
rule   of  insurance   law ;   but  that  knowledge,  like  other 
matters,  must  become  a  question  of  fact  for  the  delibera- 
tion and  decision  of  a  jury.    The  probability  of  actual 
knoiwledge,  upon  consideration  of  time,  place,  the  opportu- 
(a)  2  Rob.  Adm.  R.  1 10.  {b)  lb.  112,  n.  (c)  5  lb.  26^. 
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oities  of  testimoDy*  and  other  circumstances^  majr  io  soaie 
instances  be  so  strong,  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  fairly 
to  cast  proof  of  ignorance  on  the  other  aide,  and,  in^  die 
absence  of  such  proof,  to  lead  them  to  infer  knowledge; 
but  still  we  think  the  inference,  whichever  way  it  i^af  be 
drawn,  ought  to  be  drawn  by  a  jury*  In  the  case  aew 
before  us,  if  the  juiy  had  drawn  the  other  inference,  iite  are 
not  prepared  to  say  that  they  wouhi  hairci  done  wrong. 
But  we  cannot  say  that  they  did  wrong  in  decliniag  to 
draw  that  inference,  and  therefore  we  cannot  set  aside 
their  verdict.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must,  consequently, 
be  discharged* 

Rule  discharged. 


Naylor  and  others  v.  Taylob. 

Goods  were  in-  ASSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  dated  6th  March, 

froi^L^toany  ^^26,  on  goods  on  board  the  ship  ilfowarcA  at  and  from 

port  in  the  ri-   Liverpool  to  any  port  or  place  in  the  river  Plate,  with 

policy  was  ef-    'iherty,  in  the  event  of  a  blockade  or  being  ordered  off  the  river 

fected  and  tbe  Plate,  to  proceed  to  any  other  port,  and  there  wait  or  dis- 

ship  sailed 

after  notifica-    charge.     The  loss  was  alleged  to  have  been  by  capture. 

tion  that  those  p^^^  „q„  assumpsit:  and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before 

ports  were  '  r      7 

blockaded.        Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  at  the  London  adjourned  sittings 

SlrtuI^  bT    ^^^^  Trinity  term,  1 828,  the  case  was  this :— The  Monarch 

the  blockading  sailed  firom  Liverpool  on  the  voyage  insured  on  the  11th  of 

tSe  river  P.,      March,  1826,  arrived  in  the  river  Plate  on  the  22d  of  May, 

but  WM  3qJ  ^33  captured  by  a  Brazilian  frieate  on  the  23d  of  May. 

rescued  by  her  1*1.  -  -Tr  «t.  a 

own  crew,  and  She  was  detained  and  sent  mto  Monte  Video ;  and  after 

wUh  ttie  Eoods  r^*"*^""'?  ^l^®""®  *  short  time  was  sent  to  Rio  Janeiro  for 
undamaged  to  adjudication,  with  the  captain  and  some  of  the  crew,  a  prize- 
abandonment  n^Aster,  and  some  soldiers  and  sailors  of  the  Brazilian  go- 
was  given  in  vernment.  On  her  passage  towards  Rio  Janeiro,  on  the 
themtenral  be- 
tween intelligence  of  the  capture  and  of  the  rescue,  but  after  the  rescue  in  fiicL  There 
was  no  intention  to  violate  the  blockade.  Held,  that  the  voyage  as  insured  was  not 
illegal ;  but  that  there  was  not  a  total  loss. 
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^Isl  otJvAy,  the  captain  and  crew  rose  upon  the  Brazilian 
people,  overpowered  them,  and  brought  the  ship  and  cargo 
"bftok  to  Liverpool  where  they  arrived  on  the  SOtb  ot  Sep* 
leuber.  The  eaptain  there  landed  and  warehoused  the 
goods,  but  the  plaintiffs  never  had  possession  of  them. 
Verbal  notice  of  abandonment  was  given  to  the  defendant 
on  the  28Cb  of  August,  which  he  refused  to  accept  The 
4act  of *the  rescue  was  not  then  known.  The  notification 
of  the  blockade  of  the  ports  in  the  river  Plate  belonging  to 
4liegovemment  of  Buenos  Ayres,  by  the  Emperor  of  Brazil, 
Mras 'published  in  the  London  Gazette  on  the  18th  of 
-February,  1826.  The  action  was  commenced  in  Hilary 
teitxr,  1697*  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
"firat,  that  the  voyage  was  illegal,  it  being  to  a  blockaded 
port  after  notification  of  the  blockade  ;  and,  secondly,  that 
there  was  not  a  total  loss  of  the  goods,  they  never  having 
been^  taken  out  of  the  ship,  but  brought  back  in  her  to 
Liverpool.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  captain  intended  to  violate  the  blockade, 
«nd  they  said  they  were  not  satisfied  that  he  did  intend  to 
violate  the  blockade.  His  lordship  then  directed  a  verdict 
to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  but  gave  the  defendant  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  there  was  not^a  total  loss. 

In  the  succeeding  term  a  rule  nisi  was  granted  in  the 
ahemative^  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  not 
a  totaMoss;  or  for  a*  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  voyage 
was  illegal ;  against  which,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term, 

-  Campbell  and  R.  C.  Scarlett  shewed  cause.  The  question 
whether  there  was  any  intention  to  violate  the  blockade, 
was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  It  was  left  to  them; 
and  they  found,  substantially,  that  there  was  no  such  inten* 
tioir.  That  finding  is  consistent  with  law ;  for  there  was 
nothing  illegal  in  the  adventure,  and  the  captain  was  en* 
titled  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  to  sail  to  the  river  Plate, 
(or  the  purpose  of  inquiring  whether  the  blockade  was  still 
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1829.  subsisting.  There  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  a  policy  bo 
framed  is  void  ab  initio ;  for  the  blockaded  ports  were  atagreat 
distance,  and  there  was  a  fair  probability  that  the  blocbde 
would  be  suspended  or  determined  by  the  time  the  ship 
arrived  there.  The  voyage  was  not  illegal,  nor  was  the  policy 
void ;  therefore  there  is  no  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial 
Neither  is  there  any  ground  for  entering  a  nonsuit;  for 
there  was  clearly  a  total  loss  of  the  goods  at  the  moment 
when  the  ship  was  first  captured,  and  as  soon  as  the  as- 
sured heard  of  the  capture,  they  were  entitled,  as  they  did, 
to  give  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  underwriters,  and  to 
come  upon  them  for  a  total  loss.  The  goods  were  taken  pos- 
session of  by  a  superior  force,  and  were  never  restored  to 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  held  in  Uoldt- 
worth  V.  Wise  (a),  and  in  Party  v.  Aberddn  (6),  that  where 
a  total  loss  of  the  goods  has  once  accrued  by  the  crew's 
desertion  of  the  ship  at  sea,  that  cannot  be  converted  into  a 
partial  loss  by  the  subsequent  restoration  of  the  ship  and 
goods.  So  here,  it  must  be  held  that  the  total  loss  of  the 
goods  which  accrued  by  the  capture  of  the  ship  has  not 
become  a  partial  loss,  or  at  all  ceased  to  be  a  total  loss,  by 
the  subsequent  rescue  of  the  ship  and  goods. 

Scarlett,  A.  G.  and  Alderson,  contr4.  First,  the  policj 
was  void  ab  initio,  because  it  was  effected  upon  an  illegal 
voyage,  namely,  a  voyage  to  a  blockaded  port  after  notification 
had  been  published  in  the  Gazette;  and  the  vessel  sailed  on 
that  voyage.  The  fact  that  there  was  no  intention  to  violate 
the  blockade  is  no  answer  to  this  objection ;  because  the 
ship  having  been  detained  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the 
question  whether  she  had  violated  the  blockade  or  not,  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  captain  to  have  waited  for  an  adjudica- 
tion upon  that  question,  instead  of  rescuing  his  ship,  and 
thereby  committing  another  offence  against  the  law  of 
nations*  Even  if  his  rescuing  the  ship  was  justifiable,  his 
returning  with  her  to  Liverpool  was  not ;  for  his  duty  was 
(a)lM.ScR.673;7B.ScC.794.      (6)  4M.&R.S43;  9B.&C.4U. 
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to ''  proceed  to  some  other  port  and  there  wait  or  dis-        1829. 

charge,**  according  to  the  liberty  reserved  in  the  policy. 

Secondly,  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  claim  for  a  total  loss 

when  they  did,  because  they  abandoned  upon  hearing  of 

the  capture,  on  the  supposition  that  the  ship  was  then  in 

the  hands  of  the  captors,  whereas  she  had  in  fact  at  that 

time  been  rescued,  and  was  in  the  course  of  her  voyage 

back  to  Livierpool.      In   Hamilton  v.  Mendes  (a).  Lord 

Mansfield  said  that  the  proposition  advanced  at  the  bar  in 

the  case  of  Gom  v.  Withers  {b),  **  that  in  case  of  the  ship 

being  taken,  the  insured  may  demand  as  for  a  total  loss,  and 

abanddn^''  was  true,  provided  the  capture,  or  the  total  loss 

occasioned  thereby,  continue  to  the  time  of  abandoning  and 

of  bridging  the  action.  Bainbridgey.Neilson  (c)  was  decided 

upon  the  same  principle ;  and  it  seems  to.  have  been  there 

doubted,  whether  in  any  case,  if  that,  which  in  its  inception 

was  a  temporary  total  loss,  turn  out  by  subsequent  events 

to  be  only  a  partial  loss,  before  any  action  brought,  the 

assured  be  entitled  to  insist  on  his  notice  to  abandon  given 

during  the  existence  of  such  temporary  total  loss.     In  that 

case  Lord  Ellenborough  described  the  effect  of  an  offer  of 

abandonment  to  be  this : — **  If  it  be  made  on  supposed  facts 

which  turn  out  to  be  true,  the  assured  has  put  himself  in  a 

condition  to  insist  upon  the  abandonment ;  but  it  is  not 

enough  that  it  is  properly  made  on  facts  which  are  supposed 

to  eiust  at  the  time,  if  it  turn  out  that  no  such  facts  existed." 

That  decides  the  present  case ;  because  here  the  offer  of 

abandonment  was   made  upon  the  supposition  that  the 

vessel  then  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  captors ;  which 

turned  out  not  to  be  the  fact,  for  the  ship  and  cargo  had 

then  been  rescued,  and  were  on  their  return  to  Liverpool, 

where  they  afterwards  arrived,  and  continued  at  the  time 

when  the  action  was  brought. 

(a)  2  Burr.  1 198.  insured  may  demand  as  for  a  total 

(h)  2  Burr.  683,  and  acted  upon      loss,  and  abandon  to  the  insurer. 

by   the  bench;   for   the  decision  (c)  10   East,  329;    1  .Campb. 

there  is  reported  to  have  been  that      237.    Sed  vide  Smith  y^Roberiton, 

an  insared  ship  being  taken,  the      2  Dow,  474;  p0Sf,532. 

VOL.  IV.  M  M 
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The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgmeati 
which  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Tbntbrden,  C.J. — This  was  an  action  upoa  • 
policy  of  insurance  dated  the  6th  of  March,  1826^  oo  goods 
by  the  ship  Monarch,  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  any  port  or 
place  in  the  River  Plate,  with  liberty,  in  the  eveat  of  \ 
blockade^  or  being  ordered  off  the  River  Plate,  to  proceed 
to  any  other  port,  and  there  wait  or  discharge.  The  loss 
was  alleged  to  have  been  by  capture.  The  cause  was  tried 
before  me,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaiotiffs,  with 
liberty  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  not  a  total ^oss. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the.  Monarch  sailed  from 
Liverpool  on  the  voyage  insured  on  the  11th  of  MaKb, 
1826,  and  was  proceeding  up  the  River  Plate  for  Buenos 
Ayres,  when  she   fell  in  with  a  Brazilian  frigate  below 
Monte  Video,  on  the  other  side  of  the  river,  was  detained 
and  sent  into  Monte  Video,  and,  after  remaining  there  a 
short  time,  was  sent  from  thence  for  Rio  Janeiro  for  adju- 
dication, with  the  original  master  and  first  and   second 
mates,  the  steward,  a  lascar,  another  of  her  crew,  who  was 
.  examined  as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  a  prize-master,  and  several 
bkck  and  white  soldiers  and  sailors.    She  sailed  in  com- 
pany with  several  other  vessels,  but  was  separated  from  the 
convoy.     Her  own  master  and  crew  rose  upon  the  others, 
overpowered  them,  bound  and  sent  them  all,  except  two, 
away  in  the.  long  boat,  and  brought  the  ship  and  cargo  back 
to  Liverpool  in  September,  where  the  master  landed  and 
warehoused  the  goods,  and  the  plaintiffs  had  not  had  pos- 
session of  them.     In  the  interval  between  receiving  intelli- 
gence of  the  capture  and  of  the  rescue,  notice  of  abandon- 
ment was  given,  but  not  accepted.     Notification  of  the 
blockade  of  the  ports  in  the  River  Plate,  belonging  to  the 
government  of  Buenos  Ayres,  by  the  Emperor  of  Brazil, 
was  published  in  the  London   Gazette   on  the   18th   of 
February,  1826.     The  jury  said  they  were  not  satisfied 
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that  tbe  master  intended  to  violate  the  blockade.  It  was 
contended  on  tbe  part  of  the  defendant,  both  at  the  trial 
and  on  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit^  that  the  voyage,  being  to 
a  blockaded  port  after  notification  of  the  blockade,  was 
illegal  in  its  commencement;  and  that  there  was  not  a 
total  loss  of  the  goods,  which  were  bale  goods,  they  having 
never  been  removed  out  of  the  ship,  but  brought  back  in 
her  to  Liverpool.  When  the  motion  came  to  be  discussed, 
it  was  farther  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
admitting  Ihere  was  no  intention  to  violate  the  blockade,  as 
found  by  the  jury,  the  master  ought  to  have  waited  for  an 
adjudication ;  that  his  rescuing  the  ship  was  an  act  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  nations,  and  avoided  the  policy;  or,  if 
not,  that  his  returning  to  Liverpool,  instead  of  proceeding 
to  some  other  port,  there  to  wait  or  discharge,  according  to 
the  terms  of  tbe  policy,  avoided  the  policy. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that 
the  voyage  as  insured  was  illegal  in  its  commencement. 
According  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  case  of 
The  Shepherdess  {a),  the  vessel  might  have  sailed  for  Buenos 
Ay  res  without  contravening  the  law  of  nations,  provided  it 
was  part  of  tbe  original  intention  to  inquire  as  to  the  conti* 
nuance  of  the  blockade  at  some  port  of  the  blockading 
country;  and  in  this  case  inquiry  might  have  been  made  at 
!Monte  Video,  or  of  any  of  the  Brazilian  ships  met  with  in 
the  River  Plate;  and  tbe  policy  is  framed  upon  a  doubt 
whether  the  blockade  would  continue  at  the  time  of  the 
ship's  arrival  in  the  River  Plate,  and  does  not  indicate  any 
intention  to  violate  the  blockade. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  deliver  any  opinion  upon  the  effect 
of  the  rescue  or  the  return  to  Liverpool.  The  cases  of 
Anderson  v.  Wallis  (6),  and  Holdsworih  v.  Wise  (c),  are  au- 
thonties  to  shew  that  a  mere  loss  of  the  adventure  by 
retardation  of  the  voyage,  without  loss  of  the  thing  insured, 
either  by  its  being  actually  taken  from  the  ship  or  spoiled. 
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does  not  constitute  a  total  loss  under  a  policy  of  insurance, 
unless  by  the  aid  and  effect  of  an  abandonment.  In  this 
case  the  goods  have  been  brought  back  to  Liverpool.  It 
does  not  appear  on  what  ground  the  master  has  detained 
them.  If  it  be  on  the  ground  of  a  claim  in  the  natura  of 
salvage,  the  plaintiffs  may  obtain  them  by  satisfying  that 
claim.  There  is  no  proof  that  the  goods  are  deteriorated. 
The  particular  adventure  on  which  they  were  sent  has, 
indeed,  been  defeated ;  but  that  fact  will  not,  of  itself, 
make  the  underwriters  liable  for  a  total  loss.  If  the  aban- 
donment is  to  be  viewed  with  reference  to  the  ultimate 
state  of  facts,  as  appearing  before  the  action  was  brought, 
then,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  Bainbriigt 
V.  Neilson  {a),  there  has  not,  for  the  reasons  already  given, 
been  a  total  loss.  We  are  aware  that  doubts  were  ei- 
pressed  by  a  very  high  authority  in  the  case  of  Snath  v. 
Robertson  (6),  of  the  propriety  of  the  decision  in  BaifAridge 
V.  Neilson.  But,  notwithstanding  those  doubts,  the  rule  as 
laid  down  in  Bainbridge  v.  Neilson  was  adopted  and  acted 
upon  by  the  Court  in  the  two  subsequent  cases  of  PatUnon 
V.  Ritchie  (c)  and  Brotherston  v.  Barber  (d) ;  and  we  con- 
sider the  point  to  have  been  well  settled,  and  the  rule  pro- 
perly established  by  those  authorities.  Our  judgment, 
therefore,  is,  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  enter- 
ing a  nonsuit. 

Rule  absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit 

(a)  lOEast, 3«9;  1  Campb.  «3T.         (c)  4  M.  &  S.  398. 
(6)  %  Dow,  474.  (d)  5  M.  &  S.  418. 
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Glasspool  V.  Young  an.d  others.  ^-^^-^ 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  against  the  late  sheriff  of  ^  "^a"?  a"^ 
o  I    1  •        rt»  i-  •  •  'i      1         *     woman  had 

Surrey  ana  his  otncersy  for  certain  goods  and   chattels  been  married, 

alleged  to  be  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.     Plea,  not  guilty ;  ?°^.  ^^^  ^^ 

and  issue  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  ther.     Goods, 

at  the  London  adjourned  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1828,  the  beb^e^d  lo 

case  was  this: — In  1823,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  a  the  woman 

widow^  intermarried  with  one  Hearing,  the  goods  in  ques-  marriage,  were 

tion   being  then  her  property.      In   1824  judgment  was  ^K®^  *?^ 

^  >         T,^       ,  ^  .  sold  under  an 

entered  up  agamst  Meanng  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  execution 

a  writ  of  fieri  facias  was  sued  out,  under  the  authority  of  «^'"»'^*J® 

which  the  defendants  seized  the  goods  in  question,  in  a  woman  after* 

house  where  the  plaintiff  and  Mearing  were  living  together  ^^^^  j|,at  the 

as  husband  and  wife.     Mearing  moved  the  Court  for  a  rule  marriage  was 

to  set  aside  the  judgment;  and  the  plaintiff  made  an  affidavit  that  she  might 

in  support  of  the  rule,  in  which  she  described  herself  as  '^^^^^ '". 

^'^'^  trover  against 

his  wife.     The  rule  was  referred  to  the  master,  who  directed  the  sheriff  the 
that  the  judgment  should  stand.     The  defendants  then  sold  [je  lo^dsf 
the  goods.     Two  years  afterwards  the  plaintiff  discovered,  though  ex- 
that  at  the  time  when  she  intermarried  with  Mearing  he  price  for  which 
had  another  wife  living,  of  which  she  gave  notice  to  the  ^^^y  ^^^  ^^^* 
defendants,  and  demanded  restitution  of  her  goods,  which 
being  refused,  she  brought  the  present  action.     It  was  con- 
tended on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  they  were  justified 
in  seizing  the  goods  as  Mearing^s,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff 
was  then  living  with  him  as  his  wife,  and  afterwards  repre- 
sented herself  as  his  wife  in  her  affidavit.     Lord  Tenterden 
told  the  jury,  that  if  the  goods  belonged,  not  to  Mearing, 
but  to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  she  was 
entitled  to  recover,  unless  something  had  since  occurred  to 
deprive  her  of  her  right;  that  if  she  had  lived  vi'ith  Mearing 
as  bis  wife,  and  represented  herself  to  be  so,  knowing  at 
the  time  that  she  was  not  so,  she  would  not,  perhaps,  now 
be  permitted  to  say  that  she  was  not  then  his  wife;  and 
his  lordship  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether,  at  the  time  of 
levying  the  execution  and  of  making  the  affidavit,  the  plaintiff 
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did  or  did  not  know  that  Mearing  had  another  wife  living; 
if  not«  he  directed  them  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  value 
of  the  goods,  which  exceeded  the  sum  for  which  they  sold 
under  the  execution.  Liberty  was  reserved  to  the  defend- 
ants to  move  either  to  enter  a  nonsuit  or  to  reduce  the 
damages ;  and  a  rule  nisi  having  been  afterwards  obtained 
accord  ingly. 


Gumey  and  Corny n  now  shewed  cause.     The  jury  have 
by  their  finding  negatived  fraud,  the  existence  of  which 
alone  could  invalidate  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  goods;  it 
is  clear,  therefore,  that  she  is  entitled  to  recover.    The 
goods  were  her's,  and  were  seized  for  the  debt  of  Mearing: 
therefore  the  case  is  the  simple  one  of  a  sheriff  being 
directed  to  seize  the  goods  of  one  person,  and  by  mistake 
seizing  those  of  another,  a  mistake  for  which  he  must  make 
compensation.     At  the  time  of  the  seizure  the  plainuff 
believed  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Mearing,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  goods  were  his,  and^  acting  under  that 
belief,  she  submitted  to  the  seizure  without  resistaoce;  but 
that  cannot  operate  as  an  estoppel  against  her,  or  be  con- 
sidered as  a  consent  on  her  part,  because  she  was  not  then 
cognisant  of  the  £act  which  alone  gave  her  the  right  of 
resistance.     Edwards  v.  Bridges  (a)  was  a  much  stronger 
case  than  the  present.     There  the  plaintiff  cohabited  with 
one  Salmon,  and  passed  as  hb  wife.     A  writ  of  fieri  facias 
issued  against  his  goods,  and  when  the  officer  went  to 
execute  it,  she  represented  herself  to  be  his  wife,  but  before 
the  seizure  and  sale  claimed  the:  goods  as  her's ;  and  al- 
though she  had  represented  herself  as  the  wife  of  Salmon, 
knowing  that  she  was  not  so,  she  was  held  entitled  to 
recover  upon  proving  that  the  goods  were  her's.    First, 
therefore,  there  is  no  ground  for  entering  a  nonsuit  in  this 
case;  nor,  secondly,  is  there  any  ground  for  reducing  the 
damages;  because,  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  at 

(fl)  2Stark.N.P.C.396; 
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all,  she  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  full  value  of        1829. 
the  property  which  has  been  unlawfully  converted  by  the 
defendants. 


Glasspool 

V. 
YOUNO. 


Scarlett,  A.G.>  and  Coltrnan,  contr^.  First,  the  plaintiff 
is  DOt  entitled  to  recover  at  all.  The  present  case  is  very 
distinguishable  from  that  of  Edwards  v.  Bridges*  There 
the  sheriff  received  notice  before  the  goods  were  either  sold 
or  seized  that  they  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
not  of  the  party  against  whom  the  execution  had  issued; 
and  notwithstanding  that  notice  he  wilfully  took  upon  him- 
self the  risk  of  proving  that  the  goods  belonged,  not  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  to  the  debtor.  Here,  the  sheriff  received  no 
such  notice;  nbr  was  there  any  thing  to  put  him  on  his 
guard;  on  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  held  herself  out  as 
the  wife  of  Hearing  at  the  time  when  the  execution  w*ent 
in,  and  continued  to  do  so  for  two  years  after  the  execution 
was  executed.  Now,  when  the  sheriff  is  deceived  by  the 
misrepresentation  of  a  party  as  to  a  fact,  his  knowledge  of 
which  may  influence  his  conduct,  that  party  cannot  turn 
round  upon  the  sheriff  and  sue  him  for  an  error,  of  which 
be  has  himself  been  the  cause.  Morgans  v.  Brydges  (a)  is 
an  authority  for  this  position.  There  Lord  EUenborough 
said,  *'  Where  a  party  has  misrepresented  himself,  and  taken 
a  name  which  does  not  belong  to  him,  it  is  not  permitted 
to  him  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrongful  act,  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  avoid  the  consequences  of  it;  for  a  mistake 
induced  by  his  own  affirmation  cannot  give  him  a  right  of 
action.  I  remember  a  case  to  this  effect  before  Lord 
Loughborough^  where  a  person  had  obtruded  himself  instead 
of  another  on  the  sheriff's  officers,  and  afterwards,  having 
been  arrested,  brought  an  action  against  them,  and  Lord 
Loughborough  held  that  it  would  not  lie.  I  dissented  at 
the  time  from  the  decision,  but  on  fuller  consideration  I 
have  been  satisfied  that  the  case  was  rightly  determined." 
Mace  v.  Cadell  (b)  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  that  case  was 
(n)  1  B.  &  A.  647.  (f>)  Cowper,  939. 
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mentioned  with  approbation  by  the  Court  of  Cominon 
Pleas  in  Edwards  y,  Farebrother  {a).  As  to  the  questioD 
of  fraud,  it  is  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  sheriff  whether 
the  representation  made  by  the  plaintiff  was  fraudulent  or 
not;  it  was  false,  if  not  fraudulent,  and  equally  had  the 
effect  of  deceiving  him  (&).  The  sheriff  is  entitled  to 
protection  in  all  cases  where  he  has  no  means  of  know- 
ing what  are  the  rights  of  the  parties;  and  it  makes 
no  difference  that  the  parties  themselves  did  not  know 
what  their  own  rights  were  at  the  time  when  the  sheriff 
acted.  In  the  case  of  an  execution  irregularly  issued,  and 
afterwards  set  aside,  the  sheriff  would  be  justified  in  having 
acted  under  it;  Coles  v.  Wright  (c) ;  and  there  is  the  greater 
reason  for  holding  the  sheriff  protected  in  this  case,  inas- 
much as  otherwise,  without  any  fault  on  his  part,  he  will 
be  rendered  liable  for  a  loss,  in  respect  of  which  he  will 
have  no  remedy  over  against  any  person.  Secondly,  at 
all  events  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
form  of  action.  This  is  an  action  of  trover,  to  support 
which  the  plaintiff  must  shew,  not  only  his  own  right  of 
property,  but  a  wrongful  conversion  by  the  defendant 
Now  it  is  not  every  intermeddling  with  the  property  of 
another  that  constitutes  a  wrongful  conversion.  Here,  there 
was  an  intermeddling  with  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
but  not  a  wrongful  conversion  of  it,  by  the  sheriff.  The 
conduct  of  the  plaintiff  amounted  to  a  licence  to  the  de- 
fendants to  sell ;  and  though  she  might  at  any  time  have 
retracted  that  licence  as  against  a  wrong-doer,  she  cannot 
be  allowed  to  do  so  for  the  purpose  of  casting  a  liabilitj 
tipon  persons  who  were  not  wrong-doers.  It  is  the  same 
thing  as  if  the  supposed  husband  had  sold  these  goods 
with  her  assent.  Had  an  action  of  trespass  been  brought, 
the  defendant  might  have  pleaded  licence.  The  plaintiff 
had  been  married  to  Hearing  in  fact,  though  the  marriage 
was  not  valid  in  law.  By  that  marriage  she  had  given  up 
the  goods  to  her  husband  de  facto ;  and  when  they  were 

(fl)  2  Moore  &  P.  293.       (6)  Vide  post,  588,  (a).        (c)  4  Taunt.  198. 
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seized  and  sold  as  his  goods,  she  made  no  objection. 
Under  such  circumstances  she  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
complain  of  the  defendants  as  having  wrongfully  converted 
her  goods.  Thirdly,  the  verdict,  if  sustainable  at  all,  is 
good  only  for  damages  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  realized 
by  the  sale  of  the  goods ;  for  it  v^ould  surely  be  unjust  to 
fix  the  defendants  with  the  payment  of  the  full  value  of 
goods,  which  produced  at  the  sale  little  more  than  half 
their  estimated  value. 

Lord  Tentebden,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged.  It  certainly  may  be  hard  upon  the 
sheriff  that  he  should  be  held  liable  in  such  a  case  as  the 
present,  where  no  misconduct  can  be  imputed  to  him  or 
to  his  officers;  but  I  fear  we  should  be  laying  down  a  bad 
precedent,  if  we  were  to  break  in  upon  an  established  rule 
of  law  merely  on  account  of  the  hardship  which  attends  its 
application  in  this  particular  case.  It  is  a  well  established 
rule  of  law,  that  if  by  process  the  sheriff  is  directed  to  seize 
the  goods  of  J.,  and  he  takes  those  of  B,,  he  is  liable  to  be 
sued  in  trover  for  them.  We  must  not  enter  into  a  discus* 
sion  of  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case;  it  is 
better  to  abide  by  the  general  rule  of  law.  But  it  was 
said  that  the  plaintiff  having  looked  on  and  submitted, 
having  seen  the  goods  removed  without  expressing  any  dis- 
sent, could  not  recover.  The  case  was  compared  by  the 
Attorney-General  to  that  of  a  sale  made  with  her  assent  by 
the  supposed  husband,  as  in  Morgans  v.  Brydges(a),  That 
was  a  very  different  case  from  the  present.  An  execution 
is  a  proceeding  in  invitum;  and  the  plaintiff  in  this  case 
acquiesced  becausie  she  did  not  then  know  that  she  had  the 
power  to  resist,  though  she  afterwards  discovered  her  error. 
The  case,  therefore,  comes  simply  to  this,  that  the  defend- 
ants took  by  mistake  goods  which  in  fact  and  in  law  be- 
longed to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  by  the 
price  which  the  goods  fetched  in  a  sale  of  this  kind. 

(a)  1  B.  &  A.  647. 
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Bayley>  J. — The  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  any  fraud. 
At  the  time  of  the  seizure  and  the  sale,  both  she  and  the 
defendants  laboured  under  a  mistake.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  plaintiff  wasentitled  to  recover  in  trover  the  full  value 
of  her  goods  which  were  seized  and  sold  without  authority. 

LiTTL^DALE,  J. — I  havc  no  doubt  that  the  sheriff  is  liable. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  It  b  an 
indisputable  rule  of  law,  that  the  sheriff  must,  at  his  peril, 
seize  the  goods  of  the  party  against  whom  the  writ  issues. 
There  was  nothing  amounting  to  leave  and  licence  in  this 
case ;  it  is  very  different  from  that  of  a  seizure  with  the 
express  authority  of  the  supposed  wife;  the  whole  pro- 
ceeding, as  between  the  sheriff  and  the  present  plaaotiff, 
was  in  invitum:  and  she  cannot  be  considered  as  estopped 
by  what  took  place  while  ^he  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  upon 
which  her  right  of  resisting  that  proceeding  depended.  This 
is  a  case  of  apparent  ownership,  in  respect  of  which  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  are  entitled  to  take  the  property 
under  a  particular  provision  (a).  The  case  might  have  been 
different  if  she  had  fraudulently  represented  herself  to  be 
the  wife  of  the  party  against  whom  the  writ  issued. 

Rule  discharged  (6). 

(fl)  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  8.  73.  seizes,  and  is  sued  by  C^  the  true 

(6)  Upon  the  execution  of  a^.  owner.    A.  is  liable  to  the  sbeiiiT 

Ja,  issued  by  A.  against  B.,  A,  as-  for  the  damages  and  costs  in  C's 

serts  bond  fide  that  certain  goods  action.     Pralt  v.  Humpkm^,  in 

are  the  property  of  B.    The  shertflT  error,  Doin.  Proc.  March,  18SU 


ToMKiNs  V.  Savory. 

Anote  in  these  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received*  Plea,  dob 
<<  Bought  for  -assumpsit;  and  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before  Lord 
Cwriirntol  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the  London  adjourned  sittings  after 
Gas  shares,  at  Trinity  term,  1828,  the  case  was  this:— The  defendant, 
2/.  premiuro, 

(8/.  already  paid)  500/.;  commission  6/.  5«.  :^506/.  5^.,**  sent  by  a  broker  to  his  princi- 
pal, is  not  a  contract,  or  evidence  of  a  contract;  but  it  is  admissible  to  shew  «  repreteR- 
tatiofl  made  by  the  broker  to  the  principal,  without  any  stamp. 


TOMKIHS 
V. 
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who  ^as  a  broker,  had  purchased  for  the  plaintiff  fifty  tB99. 
shares  in  the  Continental  Gas  Company,  representing  to 
him  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  that  8/.  per  share  bad  been 
already  paid  upon  those  shares,  whereas  in  truth  only  5L  Savory. 
per  share  had  been  paid.  The  action  was  brought  to 
recover  the  remaining  S/.  per  share.  The  plaintiff  tendered 
in  evidence  an  unstamped  note,  signed  by  the  defendant, 
and  in  the  following  terms: — '^  Bought  for  Mr.  2'omkins 
fifty  Continental  Gas  shares,  at  2/.  premium,  (8/.  already 
paid)  oOOL ;  commission  6/.  5s. — 506/.  5sJ*  It  was  ob« 
jected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  this  note  could  not 
be  received  in  evidence  for  want  of  a  stamp,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  a  memorandum  of  a  contract,  not  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandizes,  and,  thereforCi  required  to  be 
stamped  by  the  55  Geo,  3,  c.  184,  Sched.  Part  I.  In  reply 
it  was  contended,  that  the  note  was  nothing  more  than  an 
account  furnished  by  a  broker  to  his  principal,  and  was 
analogous  to  brokers'  notes  upon  sales  of  stock.  The 
Liord  Chief  Justice  received  the  evidence,  but  gave  the 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  verdict 
should  be  against  him.  The  jury  having  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  a  rule  nisi  having  afterwards  been  obtained 
for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  note  was  improperly 
received  in  evidence,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  against  evidence, 

Gurney  and  Comyn  now  shewed  cause.  The  note  re- 
quired no  stamp,  and  was  properly  received  in  evidence. 
Xhe  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  out  of  the  note  itself,  or 
out  of  any  contract  of  which  it  could  be  evidence.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  money  due  to  the  plaintiff  by 
means  of  an  implied  contract  proceeding  from  the  fact  of  the 
defendant's  having  received  that  money  for  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  note  was  produced  in .  evidence  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  the  representation  made  by  the  de- 
fendant that  8/.  per  share  had  been  paid ;  and  the  facts  that 
on  the  faith  of  that  representation  he  had  received  8/.  per 
share  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  only  5h  per  share  had  beed 
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18S9.  actually  paid  to  the  company,  were  proved  by  evidence 
wholly  independent  of  the  note.  Those  facts  being  so 
proved,  the  law  implied  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant that  he  having  received  3/.  per  share  for  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff,  would  pay  it  over  to  the  plaintiff  on  request. 
The  late  cases  of  Mullett  v.  Hutchison  (a)  and  Langdon  v. 
Wilson  {b),  are  authorities  to  shew  that  a  mere  acknow- 
ledgment in  writing  by  the  defendant  that  he  holds  money 
or  bills  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  does  not 
require  a  stamp ;  and  they  govern  the  present  case :  for 
here,  the  note  was  a  mere  declaration  by  the  defendant  of 
the  mode  in  which  he  had  disposed  of  the  plaintiff's  money. 

Scarlett,  A.  G.  and  iJ.  V.  Richards,  contri.  The  note 
was  not  admissible  in  evidence  without  a  stamp.  It  was 
upon  the  face  of  it  a  memorandum  of  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  fifty  shares  in  the  Continental  Gas  Company. 
It  was,  therefore,  per  se,  evidence  of  a  contract,  and  as 
such  clearly  required  a  stamp.  If  so,  the  whole  argument 
on  the  other  side  fails,  because  if  it  was  not  admissible  in 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contract,  it  could 
,not  possibly  be  admissible  for  any  other  purpose  (c). 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  (after  conferring  with  the 
other  Judges). — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  paper  in 
question  did  not  require  to  be  stamped,  because  we  con- 
sider it  as  no  more  than  a  note  sent  by  a  broker  to  his  prin- 
cipal, containing  an  account  of  a  purchase  he  had  made  of 
shares.  This  case  resembles  that  of  Josephs  v.  Pebrer{i), 
where  it  was  ruled  by  my  brother  lAttledale  at  nisi  prios, 
that  a  note  sent  by  a  broker  to  his  principal  of  a  purchase 
he  had  made,  did  not  require  a  stamp,  as  a  minute  or  memo* 
randum  of  an  agreement,  although  the  subject  of  the  pur- 
chase was  above  20/.  value,  and  not  within  any  exemption 
from  stamp  duty ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  though 

(a)  1  M.&B.52S;  7  B.&C.        (c)  ^f» Hawkins^. Worn, bDk^^ 
639.  513. 

(6)  2  M.&  R.  10;  7 B. &C. 640.     (d)  1  C.  &  P.  341. 
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that  case  came  before  the  Court  in  Banc  upon  other  points, 
the  objection  taken  at  nisi  prius  respecting  the  stamp  was 
not  afterwards  renewed.  These  brokers'  notes  are  in  fact 
not  contracts,  or  evidence  of  contracts ;  they  may  be  evi- 
dence that  the  broker  has  performed  the  transaction  men- 
tioned in  the  note :  but  they  are  clearly  nothing  more.  We 
are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  entering  a  non- 
suit cannot  be  made  absolute ;  but  we  think  there  should  be 
a  new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  evidence. 

Rule  accordingly. 


The  King  v.  Day. 

This   was  a  mle  calling   upon   the   defendant  to  shew  On  a  motion 

cause  why  an  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  ranU)  mforma- 

should  not  be  filed  against  him  for  usurping  the  office  of  tion  against 

alderman  of  Norwich.     The  ground  of  the  motion  was,  that  on  theground 

the  defendant,  being  an  alderman  of  Norwich,  and,  as  such,  ®^  ^**®  accept- 

^  .  ance  of  an 

a  justice  of  the  peace  for  that  city,  bad  accepted  an  mcom-  incompatible 

patible  office,  namely,  that  of  inspector  of  com  returns,  ^ato/m^ust 
The  decision  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the  question  of  shew  a  legal 
the  safficiency  of  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  rule  was  ob-  [^o  the"second 
tained,  and  which  stated  as  follows : — **  That  the  defendant  office. 
being  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the  city  and  county  of  the 
city  of  Norwich,  and  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  said  city 
and  county,  was  in  the  month  of  April  last  appointed  in« 
specter  of  corn  returns  in  and  for  the  said  city  and  county, 
as  deponent  believes,  he,  deponent,  having  seen  in  the 
books  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  and  for.  the  said 
city  and  county,  in  which  are  recorded  the  proceedings  of 
the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  city  and  county,  an  entry 
of  the  appointment  of  the  said  defendant  at  a  meeting  of 
the  said  justices,  holden  on  the  28th  of  April,  which  depo- 
nent believes  to  be  a  true  entry  of  such  appointment ;  that 
the  defendant  accepted  the  said  office,  and  has  ever  since 
acted  in,  and  still  is  acting  in  and  executing,  the  office  of 
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inspector  of  corn   returns  of  and  for  the  said  city  and 
county,  as  deponent  has  been  informed  and  verily  believes.'' 

Alderson  and  Patteson  shewed  cause.  This  rule  must  be 
discharged.  Assuming  for  the  present  that  the  offices  of 
inspector  of  corn  returns  and  of  alderman  are  so  incompa- 
tible, that  the  acceptance  of  the  former,  not  bemg  a  cor- 
porate office,  will  vacate  the  latter,  it  ought  at  least  dis- 
tinctly to  appear  that  the  defendant  has  been  legally  ap- 
pointed to  the  office  of  inspector  of  corn  returns.  That 
does  not  appear  upon  the  affidavit  upon  which  this  rule 
was  obtained.  The  appointment  to  this  office  is  regulated 
by  the  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c.  60,  s.  20  of  which  provides,  that 
in  every  city  being  a  county  of  itself,  the  mayor  and  justices 
of  the  peace  assembled  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of 
such  city,  or  some  adjournment  thereof,  shall  have  the  same 
powers  gtveu  by  the  preceding  clause  to  justices  oftbe 
peace  for  counties ;  one  of  which  is  the  appointment  of 
inspectors  of  corn  returns.  The  relator,  therefore,  ought 
to  have  «hewn  by  his  affidavit  that  the  defendant  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  mayor  and  justices  of  the  peace  of  Norwich 
assembled  at  a  general  or  adjourned  quarter  sessions.  It 
is  not  sufficient,  in  any  case  of  this  kind,  to  shew  that  the 
defendant  has  exercised  the  office,  the  acceptance  of  which 
is  urged  as  the  ground  for  removing  him  from  a  corporate 
office,  much  less  is  it  sufficient  in  the  present  case.  In 
Rex  V.  Sfyihe(a),  where  it  was  held  that  the  affidavit  of  a 
relator  in  a  motion  for  a  quo  warranto,  that  he  bad  been 
informed  and  believed  that  the  defendant  exercised  the 
office  which  he  was  charged  with  usurping,  was  sufficient, 
the  affidavit  applied  to  the  office  from  which  it  was  sought 
to  remove  the  defendant;  here  it  applies  to  the  office, the 
acceptance  of  which  is  urged  as  the  ground  of  removing 
the  defendant  from  his  corporate  office:  a  circumstance 
which  effectually  distinguishes  that  case  from  the  present. 

Scarlett,  A.  G.  and  Campbelh  contrsi.    The  affidavit  is 
(a)  9  D.  &  R.  226;  6  B.  &  C.  245. 
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BuiEcieot^  being  uncontradicted.     It  states  the  information        18S9. 
and  belief  of  the  deponent  that  the  defendant  executed  the 
office,  which  it  has  for  many  years  been  the  practice  of  the 
Court  to  admit  as  sufficient,  if  uncontradicted.     Rex  v. 
Slythe  (a). 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J, — I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged,  and  that  we  may  discharge  it  without  at  all 
breaking  in  upon  what  has  been  truly  stated  as  the  practice 
of  the  Court  in  former  cases.  The  affidavit  states  the  in- 
formation and  belief  of  the  deponent  that  the  defendant 
has  executed  the  office  of  inspector  of  corn  returns  for  the 
city  of  Norwich.  But  his  merely  executing  that  office^ 
unless  he  has  been  legally  appointed  to  it,  will  not  vacate 
his  office  of  alderman.  Those  who  seek  to  remove  a  man 
from  one  office,  by  shewing  that  he  fills  another  which  is 
incompatible  with  that  one,  must  shew  clearly  thbt  he 
legally  fills  the  office  which  is  said  to  be  incompatible,  and 
the  acceptance  of  which  is  supposed  to  vikcate  the  former. 
Here  the  affidavit  shews  no  such  thing.  It  states,  indeed, 
that  the  defendant  had  been  appointed  inspector  of  corn 
returns,  as  the  deponent  believed,  assigning  as  the  ground 
of  his  belief  that  the  deponent  had  seen  an  entry  of  such 
appointment  in  the  books  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
by  which  it  appeared  that  the  appointment  was  made  at  a 
meeting  of  justices.  Now  if  the  affidavit  had  stated  in  the 
most  unequivocal  terms  that  the  defendant  had  been  ap* 
pointed  at  a  meeting  of  justices,  that .  would  not  have 
sufficed  to  shew  a  legal  appointment,  because  the  legisla- 
ture have  thought  proper  to  require  that  the  appointment 
shall  be  made  by  the  mayor  and  justices  assembled  at 
quarter  sessions.  Unless  the  defendant  was  appointed  by  the 
mayor  and  justices  assembled  at  quarter  sessions,  be  never 
filled  the  office  of  inspector  of  com  returns,  and,  conse- 

Ca)  9  D.  &  K:  236 ;  6  B.  &  C.      which  this  point  was  decided  in 
845.     And  see  TUx  v.  Harwood,      Rex  v.  %Me. 
2  Sast,  177y  upon  the  authority  of 
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1899.  quently,  cannot,  by  rea&on  of  his  acceptance  of  that  officci 
have  vacated  that  of  alderman.  For  these  reasons  it  seems 
to  me  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged ;  but  I  think  it 
should  be  without  costs. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

Sweeting  v.  Halse. 

After  a  verdict  IN  this  case  a  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  defendant, 
ant  and  a  rule*  ^^^  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial  (a). 

absolute  for  a  He  afterwards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  liberty  to  amend  his 

Dewtnal,  the      ...  ^  .         , ,. 

plaintiff  dis-     declaration,  upon  payment  of  costs,  by  addmg  new  counts; 

actbn"— T^e  ^^^^^  '"'®  ^^''  after  argument,  discharged  (i).  He  sub- 
defendant  is  sequently  obtained  a  rule  to  discontinue  the  action,  and 
the*co8t8  of  **P^°  taxation  the  master  allowed  the  defendant  the  coste 
the  trial.  of  the  trial.     He  had  now  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  master 

to  review  his  taxation,  upon  the  ground  that  the  rule  for 
the  new  trial  having  been  silent  as  to  costs,  the  defendant 
should  not  have  been  allowed  the  costs  of  the' trial.  Against 
this  last  rule 

Barstow  now  shewed  cause.  The  plaintiff  ought  not  to 
have  taken  out  the  common  rule  to  discontinue ;  because 
that  can  only  be  taken  out,  at  the  latest,  before  trial,  and 
here  a  trial  has  been  had.  He  ought  to  have  made  a  spedal 
application  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  discontinue,  and  the 
Court  could  then  have  laid  him  under  reasonable  terms.  In 
that  case  the  plaintiff  would,  no  doubt,  have  been  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  trial ;  and  he  cannot  be  allowed  to 
stand  in  a  better  situation  now,  upon  the  discussion  of  this 
rule,  than  he  would  if  he  had  applied  to  the  Court  for  leave 
to  discontinue.  But  independently  of  that  point,  the  master 
(a)  AnU,  S87.  (6)  Ante,S83. 
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has  done  right  in  allowing  the  defendant  the  costs  of  the        ^^^• 
trial.     No  good  reason  can  be  adduced  why  a  plaintiff,  who     sweetijg 
seeks  to  discontinue,  should  not  pay  all  the  costs  of  a  suit  v. 

which  he,  by  his  rule,  admits  he  is  unable  to  maintain. 
The  case  of  Gray  v.  Cox  (a)  will  be  cited  on  the  other  side, 
but  there  the  verdict  had  been  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  Court,  in  holding  that  the  defendant  was  not  en- 
titled, upon  a  rule  for  discontinuance,  to  the  costs  of  the 
trial,  proceeded  upon  the  established  principle,  that  a  party 
cannot  be  allowed  the  costs  of  a  trial  in  which  he  has  been 
defeated.  Here  the  verdict  having  been  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  if  the  cause  had  gone  on  to  a  new  trial,  and  the 
verdict  had  been  again  found  for  the  defendant,  he  would 
liave  been  entitled  to  the  costs  of  both  trials,  which,  for 
the  reasons  already  given,  could  not  have  been  the  case  in 
Gray  v.  Cot.  The  case  of  Jackson  v.  Uallam  (&)  is,  upon 
this  principle,  expressly  in  favour  of  the  present  defendant. 
There  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict;  the  Court  set  aside 
that  verdict,  on  the  ground  that  the  judge  had  misdirected 
the  jury  in  point  of  law;  but  the  defendant,  without  again 
going  to  trial,  gave  the  plaintiff  a  cognovit;  and  the  Court 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial. 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  there  said,  **  \{  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  a  verdict  on  the  second  trial,  he  would  only  have 
been  entitled  to  the  costs  of  that  trial.  Instead,  however, 
of  taking  the  benefit  of  a  second  trial,  the  defendant  has 
acknowledged,  by  giving  a  cognovit,  that  he  had  no  ground 
of  defence  to  the  action,  and  that  the  first  verdict  was  right 
upon  the  merits.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  in  point 
of  justice  he  ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  trial;  and  Booth 
▼•  Atherton  {c)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  such  is  the  rule 
of  law.**  Here  the  plaintiff  did  not  chuse  to  take  the 
benefit  of  a  second  trial,  and,  by  abandoning  his  action, 
has  shewn  that  the  first  verdict  was  right  upon  the  merits. 

(a)  8  D.  &  R.  S30;  5  B.  &  C.  458.  (c)  6  T.  R.  144 

{h)  8B.&A.  Sir. 

VOL.  IV.  M  N 
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.  CkUty,  contri.  The  case  of  Jackson- v;  Ha/&m(a)i6 
not  applioaUe  to  the  present^  because  there  the  defendant 
deaiiy  shewed  bj  his  conduct  in  giving  the  cognovit,  that 
the  (daintiiF  had  a  good  cause  of  action  on  the  merits. 
Here  the  plaintiff^  by  discontinuing,  has  admitted  only  that 
he  cannot  i»ucceed  upon  the  present  record ;  and  the  oppo^ 
aitioD  that  Mras  made(fr)  to  his  application  for  leave  to ameodi 
«bew8  that  the  defendant  was  conscious  that  he  was  Jiabb 
to  an  action,  and  that  the  verdict  which  he  obtasnedoD  tha 
ftrial  was  not  right  upon  the  merits.  If  the  plaiiiitiff  bad 
procured,  the  instrument  to  be  stamped  before  he  weat  to 
triaU  he  wouid,  upon  the  record  as  it  then  stted,  bant 
obtained  a  verdict  which  could  not  have  been  set  aside; 
wd  it  is  sot  denied  that  the  plaintiiFy  if  he  cornmeocea  i 
fresh  actibn^will  be  entitled,  to  a  yerdict'On  the  merits.     . 


Lord  Tent£RDEN»  C.  J. — I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be 

discharged.     When  a  party  applies  for  leave  to  discontinue 

his  action*  f  the  terms  upon  ^hich  he  shall  be  allowed  to  do 

jBO  are  discretionary  with  the  Court.    The  new  trial  in  tfaii 

CUse  was  granted  in  consequence  of  the  objection  taken  by 

.the  plaintiff  himself,  that  an  unstamped  inatnimeot  bad 

improperly  been  laid  before  the  jury.    The  plaintiff  was 

entitled  to  take  that  objection;  but  he  is  not  entitled,  when 

taking  suph  an  ebjectionl^.to  ^assume  that  the  merits  are 

.with  him.    He  had  the  opportunity  of  taking  the  aase 

down  to  a  second  triiiU  and  he  knew  that,  on  the  second 

.trial,  the  unstamped  itistraaaent  woold  not  be  laid  before 

<the  jury;  yet,  for/some. reason  or  other,  he  did  ootcbaie 

to  try  the  causd  again.    'He  may  bring  a  fresh  action,  per* 

Jiaps  successfully;  ibut^  with,  these  fects  at  present  before 

lus,  r  think  be  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  discontinae  the 

.present.aiction  witfax»it  paying.the'costa  ^of  the  4ria)  atwiidi 

he  :iiras  unsuccesafnL    Thus  much  appears  to  me  upon 

principle;  but  I  think  also  that  the  case  which  bas  been 

cited,  of  Jackson  v.  Hallan^f  is  expressly  an  aulboriCy  in 

(a)  8  B.  k  A.  Sir.  (6)  Jnte,38S. 
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point  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff,  by  discpntiouing  the  action^ 
baa  admitted  the  verdict  to  be  right. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Jones  and  others.  Assignees  of  Sykes  and  Bury,  Bank- 
rupts, V,  Fort. 

In  this  case  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  charged  the  ^  trader,  in 
.   -      .  .  ,     ,       .  i.  ,.       .      •   .  .  i.  /^     .  ...     contemplaUon 

defendant  with  deceitfully  obtaining  possession  of  five  bilis  of  bankruptcyi 

of  exchange,  under  pretence  of  getting  them  discounted:  delivered  bills 

there  were  other  counts  in  trover,  alleging  a  conversion  after  a  creditor, 

the  bankruptcy.     Plea,  not  guilty ;  and  issue  thereon.    At  J^TnloM^dte 

the  trial  before  Lord   TenterdetiyC^  J,,  at  the  London  uoon  them 

adjourned  sittings  afler  Trinity  term,  .1828,  (a)  the  case  ^ptcy.    The 

was  this :— The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a9«gn«e» 

.   ^  brought  trover 

five  bills  of  exchange,  which  had  been  delivered  by  the  for  the  bills: — 

bankrupts  to  the  defendant,  as  the  plaintiffs  alleged,  in  |SJcltt*tfthe^ 
contemplation  of  bankruptcy.  One  of  the  bills  was  for  money  by  the 
SOOO/.,  drawn  on  James  Hunter  &  Co.,  due  the  23d  of  July,  not^i^conw- 
1826;  one  was  for  1500/.,  drawn  on  M'Lachlan  &  Co.,  sion,  and  that 
due  the  21st  of  October,  1826;  and  three  were  for  5001.  conld  not  re- 
each,  drawn  on  Thomas  Ferguson,  two  due  on  the  29th  of  ^^^F  widiout 
.  ^.  provmg  a  de- 

November,  and  the  third  on  the  5th  of  November,  1826.  mand  and 

The  act  of  batakruptcy  was  committed  on  the  28th  of  ^^'wilsbt'* 
November,  1825,  and  the  commission  issued  on  the  SOth.  camedae. 
The  defendant  had  received  the  amount  of  some  of  the 
bills  as  they  fell  due.  On  the  23d  of  October,  1827,  after 
all  the  bills  had  become  due,  the  accountant  employed  by 
the  plaintiffs  called  upon  the  defSendaut  and  demanded  the 
bills  in  their  names.  The  defendant  referred  the  accountant 
to  bis  attorney,  but  the  accountant  did  not  apply  to  the 
attorney.  Upon  this  evidence  it  was  contended  for  the 
defendant  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  because 

(a)  Coansel  for  the  plaintiffi,  Sir  J.  Scarlett,  Piatt,  nnd  Joshua  Evans; 
for  the  defendant,  F.  Pollock  and  Parke. 

N  M  2 


CAS£S  IN  THE  KINO  5  BENCH, 

no  actual  conversion  bad  been  proved*  nor  had  the  plaintiffs 
shewn  any  demand  and  refusal  amounting  to  evidence  of  i 
conversion;  that  the  receipt  of  the  amount  of  the  bills  as 
they  fell  due  was  not  an  actual  conversion,  but  the  roert  per- 
formance of  a  duty,  obligatory  upon  the  holder  of  a  bill,  under 
any  circumstances,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties ;  thtt  the 
demand  having  been  made  after  the  bills  became  due  was 
insufficient;  and  that  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  refeniog 
to  his  attorney,  did  not  amount  to  a  refusal.  Oa  the  other 
hand  it  was  insisted  that  the  receipt  of  the  amount  of  the 
bills  as  they  fell  due  by  the  defendant,  was  in  itself  an 
actual  conversion,  which  entirely  superseded  the  necessity 
of  proving  a  demand  and  refusal.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
was  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  adduced  did  not  shew 
either  an  actual  conversion  or  a  sufficient  demand  and 
refusal;  but  he  proposed  to  give  the  defendant  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  in  case  the  verdict  should  pass  for 
the  plaintiffs.  Further  evidence  was  then  produced  with 
reference  to  the  first  count;  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  if  they 
were  of  opinion  that  the  bankrupts  had  delivered  the  bilb 
to  the  defendant  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  and  with 
the  intention  of  giving  him  a  preference.  The  jury  found 
for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count,  and  for  the  plaintiffs 
on  the  counts  in  trover ;  and  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  damages  SoOOL,  the  defendant  undertaking  to 
deliver  up  to  them  such  of  the  bills  as  remained  in  his 
hands  unpaid.  A  rule  nisi  for  entering  a  nonsuit  having 
been  obtained  in  the  ensuing  term,  upon  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  a  conversion  to  support  the  action, 
and  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Nixon  v.  Jenkiiu  (a), 

(a)  a  H.  Bla.   J35.    There  the  recover  the  value  of  the  goods; 

bankrupt,  in  contemplation  of  in-  but  having  failed  at  the  trial  to 

solvency,  and  with  a  view  to  defeat  prove  a  demand  and  refusal,  the 

his  other  creditors,  sold  a  lai^e  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  they 

quantity  of  goods  to  the  defendant,  could  not  recover,  there  being  no 

Jenkins,    Soon  after  the  sale  he  evidence  of  a  conversion;  bot  the 

committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  point  was  reserved.    It  was  Gon> 

and  his  aisignaes  brought  trover  to  tended  that  a  demand  and  refusal 
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Scarlett,  A.G.,  Plait,  and  J.  Evans,  on  a  former  day  in 
this  term  shewed  cause.  In  'Nixon  v.  Jenkins  there  was 
no  evidence  at  all  of  a  conversion ;  therefore  proof  of  a 
demand  and  refusal  became  absolutely  necessary.  Here 
there  was  evidence  of  a  conversion ;  for  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendant in  receiving  the  money  due  upon  the  bills  as  they 
fell  due  was  an  actual  conversion  of  the  bills  themselves ; 
and  that  act  was  clearly  proved.  That  being  so,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  prove  a  demand  and  refusal,  because  they 
are  only  secondary  evidence  from  which  a  jury  may  presume 
an  actual  conversion.  The  bills  became  due,  and  the 
money  due  upon  them  was  received  after  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy had  been  committed ;  therefore  the  conversion  took 
place  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed.  Besides, 
the  delivery  of  the  bills  by  the  bankrupts  to  the  defendant, 
under  the  circumstances,  was  void,  within  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Rust  v.  Cooper  {a) ;  and  on  that  ground  also  proof 
of  a  demand  and  refusal  was  unnecessary. 

F.  Pollock,  contri.  The  plaintiffs  have  chosen  to  bring 
an  action  of  trover,  to  support  which  it  was  necessary  for 
them  to  prove  either  an  actual  conversion  by  the  defendant 
of  the  bills  themselves,  or  a  demand  and  refusal,  which 
would  have  been  evidence  of  a  conversion,  while  the  bills 
remained  in  his  possession.  But  they  have  proved  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other.  The  only  demand  proved  was  one 
made  after  the  bills  bad  become  due,  and  the  proceeds  of 

were  necessaiy  only  in  cases  where  potest  to  contract;  there  was  no 

the  possession  was  originally  law-  unlawful  takingoftbegoods,  though 

fol ;  and  that  in  the  case  then  be-  the  transaction  was  liable  to  be 

ibre  the  Court  there  was  a  wrong-  impeached  by  the  assignees;  they 

ful  possession,   inasmuch  as  the  might  either  affirm  or  disaffirm  the 

bankrupt  had  no  right  to  make  a  contract;  and  if  they  thought  pro- 

fraudulent  sale  of  his  effects  for  the  per  to  disaffirm  it,  they  ought  to 

purpose  of  defeating  his  creditors,  have  demanded  the  goods,  a  refusal 

The  Court  held,  that  a  demand  to  deliver  which  would  have  been 

and  refusal  were  necessary  to  sup-  evidence  of  a  conversion. 

port  the  action.    When  the  sale  (a)  Cowper,  629* 
was  made,  the  parties  were  com- 
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ao'me  of  them  had  beeo  received  by  the  defendant;  and  the 
only  refusal  proved  .was  io  fact  no  refusal  at  all,  for  the 
defendant  merely  referred  the  demandant  to  his  attorney. 
Then  did  the  recjBipt  of  the  money  by  the  defendant,  aod 
the  delivery  of  the  bills  to.  the  person  paying  it,  amount  to 
an  actual  conversion  of  the  bills?  Clearly  not.  Tfae 
original  .delivery  of  the  bills  by  the  bankrupts  to  the  defend- 
ant was  lawful ;  therefore  the  defendant's  possession  of  them 
was  lawful.  It  wa^  not  certain,  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  assig- 
Q^s>  would  disafBf  m  that  act  of  the  bankrupts ;  sod  until 
they  did:  so>  the  defendant,  as  holder  of  the  bills,  not  only 
had  a  right  to  obts^in  and  receive  payment  pf  them,  but  was 
l^pund  to  do  so  .as  ^  maUer  of  duty ;  and  in  receding  the 
i^o^ey  i|nd /delivering  up  the  bills,  he  acted,  not  ki  the 
^x^rcise  of  a  right,  but  in  the  performance  of  a  duty.  The 
def^ndadty  therefore,  was  clearly  not  guilty  of  a  conversion; 
^nd  the  case  of  Nixon  v.  Jenkins  (a)  is  in  point.  If  tbe 
plaintiffs  consideced  that  they  were  entitled,  as  assignees, 
to  the  proceeds  of  the  bills,  they  should  have  brought  an 
action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  ai^d  received;  at  any 
rate,  under  such  circnmstancesj  an  action  of  trover  will  not 
lie. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment, 
which  was  now  delivered. by 

LordTsNTERDEN,  C.  J.-^In  this  case  a  rule  was  ob- 
^ined  for  entering  a  nqnsuit,  op  the  ground  that.no  actual 
conversion  had  been  proved,  nor  any  demand  and  refusal 
of  the  bills,  before  the  action  was  brought,  and  within  such 
time  as  was  necessary.  In  fact  no  demand  bad  been  made 
till  after  the  bills  had  become  payable,  and  the  money  due 
upon  some  of  them  had  been  received  by  the  defendant 
It  was  contended,  in  support  of  the  action,  that  the  receipt 
of  the  money  by  the  defendant,  and  his  delivery  of  the  bills 
to  the  parties  paying  it,  amounted  to  an  actual  conversion 
of  the  bills.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  did  not;  because 
(a)  9  H.  Bla.  135. 
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the  defendant  beine  the  holder  of  the  bills,  it  was  his  diity        l^^^- 
to  receive  the  money  upon  them  when  due,  to  whomsoever        jofjts  ' 
it  might  belong;  and  it  would,  according  to  the  finding  of  v, 

the  jury,  have  belonged  to  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees  of  the 
bankrupts.  But  in  this  form  of  action  they  cannot  recover 
without  proving  either  an  actual  conversion  or  a  demand 
made  within  proper  time,  and  a  refusal,  which  are  evidence 
of  a  conversion.  We  are  of  opinion  that  they  have  not 
proved  dtber»  and  therefore  that  the  rule  for  entering  a 
nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Ann  Salmon  v.  Miller. 

XHIS  "wzsa  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  B.  gave  to  A. 

why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody  ^a^nt^of  at- 

upon  filing  common  bail.     The  facts  that  appeared  upon  torney  to  se- 

the  affidavits  were  these : — ^The  defendant,  in  January,  1819,  yestment  of 

had  been  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act  then  «tock  lent. 

in  operation,  53  Geo,  3,  c.  10^,   commonly   called  Lord  n,ent  entered 

Redesdal^s  Act,  as  to  all  the  creditors  named  and  specified  "P  ^'  ^"^ 

in  his  schedule,  of  whom  the  plaintiff  was  one.     Her  claim  under  the 

was  in  respect  of  2000/.  Navy  5  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities  ^^^ll%^c!' 

sold  outs  and  the  proceeds  lent  by  her  to  the  defendant  102,  as  to  hU 

several  years  before.    The  agreement  was,  that  this  stock  jitors^ofwhom 

should  be  replaced  on  the  9th  of  October,  1820,  and  that  4'  ^^  °"S" 

,.,.-.,       .^      ,j    .       I  ^     B.beingafter- 

a  sum  equal  to  the  dividends  should  m  the  meantime  be  wards  arrested 

paid  to  the  plaintiff  half-yearly.     To  secure  the  performance  ij[^°„*j^^|^°„^'* 

of  that  agreement,  the  defendant  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  wasdischaiiged 

bond  and  a  warrant  of  attorney.    Judgment  on  the  Utter  y™  g^ng    ^ 

was  entered  up  in  Michaelmas  term,  1818,  and  the  arrears  common  bail. 

of  dividends  then  due  were  levied.    The  action  now  brought  ^^^  ^^y,^  '^^f 

was  an  action  of  debt  upon  the  judgment  so  entered  up  in  was  barred. 

1818;  and  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  under  the  writ 

in  this  action. 
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iat9.  Steer  shewed  cause.    If  the  defendant  had  been  dii- 

charged  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  now  in  force, 
7  Geo.  4,  c*  57,  which  applies  the  principle  of  the  modem 
bankrupt  laws  to  contingent  debts  and  unliquidated  demaads 
for  which  insolvents  may  be  liable,  and  allows  them  to 
ascertain  their  amount  in  the  same  manner,  in  order  that 
they  may  insert  them  in  their  schedules  (a),  he  might  have 
had  good  grounds  for  making  this  application.  But  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  53  Geo*  3,  c.  102»  under  which  the 
defendant  was  discharged,  contains  no  such  provisioii,  and 
therefore  he  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  it.  In  Jaouaiy, 
18199  when  the  defendant  was  discharged  under  the  lasol- 
Tent  Debtors'  Act  then  in  force,  53  Geo*  3,  c.  102,  the  sum 
for  which  he  has  been  arrested  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  "a 
debt,  damages,  or  sum  of  money,  contracted,  incurred,  oc- 
casioned, owing,  or  growing  due,"  within  the  meaaiog  of 
B,  29  of  that  act.  The  period  agreed  upon  for  replacing  the 
stock  had  not  then  arrived,  and  would  not  arrive  until  the 
9th  of  October,  1820,  and  there  were  no  dividends  in  arrear. 
If  the  defendant,  after  his  discharge,  had  become  possessed 
of  property,  and  that  had  been  taken  possession  of  by  his 
assignees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  the  plaintiff  would 

(a)  See  7  Geo,  4,  c.  57,  s.  51,  Court  shall,  upon  application  at 

which  enacts,  (reference  being  had  any  time  made  in  that  behalf, 

to  preceding  sections,)  *^  that  the  ascertain,  regard  being  had  to  the 

dischaige  of  any  such  prisoner  so  original  price  given  for  sodi  torn 

adjudicated  as  aforesaid,  shall  and  ofmoney,deductingtliei«froiD9iich 

may  extend  to  any  sum  of  money  diminution  in  the  value  thereof  as 

which  shall  be  payable  by  way  of  shall  have  been  caused  by  the  lapse 

aonuity  or  otherwise,  at  any  future  of  time  since  the  grant  thereof  to 

time,  by  virtue  of  any  bond,  cove-  the  time  of  filing  such  prisoner's 

nant,  or  other  security  of  any  na-  petition :  and  such  creditor  shall 

ture  whatsoever;  and  that  every  be  entided  in  respect  of  sochvalae 

person  who  would  be  a  creditor  to  the  benefit  of  all  the  provisions 

of  such  prisoner  for  such  sum  of  made  for  creditors  bj  this  acc^ 

roonejr»  if  the  same  were  presently  without  prejudice,  nevertheless,  to 

due,  shnll  be  admissible  as  a  ere-  the  respective  securities  of  soch 

ditor  of  such  prisoner  for  the  value  creditor,  excepting  as  respects  such 

of  s<ich  sum  of  money  so  payable  prisoner's  discharge  under  this  act.* 
as  aforesaid ;  which  value  the  said 
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not  have  been  entitled  to  share  in  it»  because  there  was  no 
debt  owing  to  her  at  the  period  of  the  defendant's  discharge: 
and  if  there  was  no  debt  owing  to  her  at  the  period  of  the 
defendant's  discharge,  it  follows  that  such  discharge  is  no 
release  or  bar  in  respect  of  the  debt  ,for  which  he  is  now 
sued.  Duties  v.  Jmott  (a)  applies  in  principle.  There  the 
putative  father  of  an  illegitimate  child  had  entered  into  a 
bondy  with  two  sureties,  with  the  overseers  of  a  parish,  to 
indemnify  them  against  the  expenses  of  providing  for  the 
child  ;  and  default  having  been  made  by  the  father,  judg- 
ment was  entered  up  on  the  bond,  and  the  sureties  were 
aftenvards  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act 
then  in  force,  1  Geo.  4,  c.  i  19*  It  was  held,  that  they  were 
still  liable  to  the  overseers,  in  scire  facias  on  the  judgment, 
for  expenses  incurred  by  the  parish  in  respect  of  the  child 
subsequently  to  their  discharge.  [LUtledale,  J.  That  was 
a  veiy  different  case  from  this;  the  party  was  not  arrested 
there;  the  proceeding  against  him  was  by  scire  facias,  as 
perhaps  it  might  properly  have  been  here  (jb) ;  and  the  debt 
arose  after  the  discharge.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  debt 
here  arose  after  the  discharge;  Davies  v.  Jmott  is  cited 
only  as  being  applicable*  in  principle.  And  with  respect 
to  the  date  of  the  debt,  it  was  held  in  Uoydv.  PeeHc)  that 
a  plea  of  discharge  under  this  same  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act, 
53  Geo.  3,  c,  102,  was  no  bar  to  an  action  of  trespass  for 
mesne  profits,  although  accruing  before  the  discharge. 

Cwnyn,  contri.  The  language  of  the  twenty-ninth  sec- 
tion of  the  statute,  53  Geo.  3,  c.  102,  is  conclusive  to  shew 
that  the  defendant  is  by  his  discharge  protected  from  arrest 
in  respect  of  the  debt  for  which  this  action  is  brought. 
That  section  enacts,  *^  that  no  prisoner  who  shall  have  ob- 
tained his  discharge,  shall  be  imprisoned  by  reason  of  any 
Judgment,  or  decree  obtained  for  payment  of  money,  or  for 
any  debt,  &c.,  incurred,  with  respect  to  which  such  dis- 

(a)  10  B.  Moore,  539;  3  Bingb.        (ft)  Sed  vide  poit,  555. 
154;  1  Mann.  &  Ryl.  M.  C.  S19.  («)  S  B.  &  A.  407. 
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1699.  charge  shall  have  been  obtained."  Now  the  defendant  is 
sought  to  be  imprisoned  by  reason  of  a  judgment  which  had 
been  obtained  against  him  previously  to  his  discharge  under 
the  Insolvent  Debtors' Act;  and  that  judgment  was  for  the 
payment  of  money-  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  had  no  right  to 
arrest  the  defendant,  but  should  have  proceeded  by  scire 
&cia8.  The  judgment  was  existing  at  the  time  when  the 
defendant  wa«  discharged.  The  bond  debt  merged  in  die 
judgment. 

Lord  Tentbrbbiy,  C.  J.^--I  amof  opinion  that  this  rale 
<>ughi  to  be 'made  absolute.  Judgment  had  been  entered 
op  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  before  the  defendant  applied 
f6r  his  discharge  under  t&e  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  He 
bad  given  a  bond  with  a  penalty,  as  a  security  for  his  debt^ 
principal  and  interest,  and  that  penalty  had  been  forfeited 
it  the  time  when  be  petitioned  for  bis  discharge.  If  the 
defendant  had  become  bankrupt,  the  whole  would  have 
b^eh  a  debt  provable  under  his  commission ;  and  his  cer- 
tificate Wduld  have  been  a  good  discharge ;  and  I  see  no 
reason  why,  by  analogy  to  proceedings  under  a  comimssioo 
of  bankruptcy,  it  should  not  be  considered  as  a  debt  io 
#e»p^ct  of  which  he  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  under 
the  Insolvent'  Debtors'  Act.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody  opoa 
filing  common  bail.  In  making  this  rule  absolute,  however, 
we  shall  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding  with  her 
action,  and  raisir^  the  question,  if  she  shall  think  fit  to  do 
so^  upoti  the  record,  whether  this  was  a  debt  in  respect  of 
tvhich  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  under 
th6  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  53  Geo.  3,  c.  102. 

LiTTLEDALB,  J.(ii) — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The 

judgment  having  been  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney 

might  have  been  enforced  at  the  time  when  the  defendant 

applied  for  his  discharge.    The  plaintiff  should  have  sued 

(a)  Bfy/;py,J.  wasabteot. 
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out  ft  scire  facias  on  the  judgment,  or  hai»e  taken  tb|B  de-'        ^<9. 
fendafit  io  execution  (a). 

.  Parkk,  J« — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
whole  d^bt  was  provable  against  the  defendant,  and  that 
bj  analogy  to  proceedings  in  a  case  of  bankruptcy,  he  is 
releaieed  in  respect  of  that  debt.  The  judgment  had  been 
entered  up  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  obtained  his  dis- 
charge. I^  is  quite  clear  that  a  bond  to  replace  stock  on 
er  before  a  given  day  may  be  proved  under  a  commission 
of  bankrupt,  if  it  be  forfeited  before  the  bankruptcy  by  a 
breach  of  any  of  the  conditions.  That  was  decided  in  the 
recent  case  of  Parker  v.  RamsboHom  (6). 

(a)   Fideposi.  (h)  5  D.  &  R.  138;  S  B.  &  C.  257. 


lu  the  matter  of  Cass  ell  and  Trader. 

V'ERTAIN  differences  baving.ariseD  between: CaMc/i  and  Arbitrators 
Jroder,  the  accounts  between  thepairties  were,  by  indenture  an"ump?re^^ 
bearing  .date  10th  February,. 18£9«. referred  to  the  Award,  lot. 
order,  arbitrament,  final  end  and  detenninatioq  of  Charles 
Chappie,  of  &c*  and  John  Easireach  Adams,. of  &.C.,  and 
such  tbirri  person^  not  being  now. by  trade  or  profession  a 
builder,  as  they  should  appoint  by  indorsement  thereon 
previoualj  to  their  proceeding  in  the  business  of  theic  arbi- 
traliou,  or  of  any  two  of  them  agreeing  in  manner  as. is 
thereinaftec  mentioned.  Upon  the  indenture  the  following 
appoiotmeat  was  indorsed  :*— "  In  pursuance  of  the  above 
authority,  we,  the  undersigned,  nominate  and  appoint 
WilUam  Atkinson,  of  &c.,  the  third  arbitrator^  and  declare 
that  the  award  .of  either  two  of  us  shall  be  as  conclusive  as 
if  all  concurred.  Signed  Charles  Chappie,  John  £.  Adams, 
l£th  February,  1829.**  The  indenture,  with  this  indorse* 
ment,  being. made  a  rule  of  Court,  pursuant  to  a  clauae  in 
the  indenture  to  ;that.  effect,  a  rule  was  obtained  by  JL 
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1SS9.  Bayly  for  an  attachment  for  the  non-performance  by 
^*'*^*^''^  Trader  of  an  award  made  by  Chappie  and  Atkinson.  A 
Cassell.  cross  rule  was  obtained  by  Busby  for  setting  aside  the 
award,  upon  the  affidavits  of  Trader,  one  Davis,  and  /.  £. 
Adams,  stating  that  after  the  making  of  the  indenture, 
Chappie  and  Adams  met  together  without  the  knowledge  of 
Trader,  and  that  not  being  able  to  agree  in  the  nomination 
of  such  third  referee,  it  was  agreed  between  them  that 
Chappie  should  name  two  persons^  and  that  Adams  should 
name  two  persons  also,  and  that  the  names  of  the  four  per- 
sons so  by  them  to  be  named  as  aforesaid  should  be  written 
on  four  separate  pieces  or  slips  of  paper,  and  the  said  slips 
of  paper  put  into  a  hat,  to  be  held  by  Chappk,  and  that 
Adams  should  then  put  his  hand  into  the  hat  and  draw 
thereout  one  of  the  four  slips  of  paper,  and  that  the  name 
of  the  person  appearing  upon  such  slip  of  paper  drawn  out 
should  be  by  them  nominated  and  appointed  the  third  arbi- 
trator or  umpire ;  that  in  consequence  of  such  agree- 
ment, Adams  named  two  persons,  and  Chappie  named  two 
persons  also>  whom  Adams  not  knowing  to  be  proper 
persons  to  be  arbitrators  did  not  approve  of;  diat 
Chappie  then  wrote  the  names  of  such  four  persons  as 
Adams  supposed,  for  Adams  did  not  see  the  names  so 
written  upon  the  said  slips  before  the  same  were  put  into 
the  hat,  upon  four  separate  slips  of  paper  and  put  them  into 
a  hat  held  by  Chappie,  and  that  Adams  then  put  his  hand 
into  the  hat  so  held  by  Chappie,  and  into  which  Cka/fle 
had  put  the  four  slips  of  paper  so  by  him.  Chappie,  written 
on  as  aforesaid,  and  drew,  by  chance  or  lot,  from  out  of  the 
said  hat  one  of  the  said  slips  of  paper  with  the  name  TfiA 
Ham  Atkinson  written  thereon,  the  said  William  Atkinson 
being  one  of  the  two  persons  named  by  Chappie,  and  to 
whom  Adams  had  objected  as  aforesaid ;  that  fVilBam 
Atkinson  was  in  consequence  thereof  nominated  and  ap- 
pointed such  third  arbitrator  by  Chappie:  that  Ada$ns 
as  such  arbitrator  attended  with  Chappie  and  Atkinson  from 
time  to  time  during  the  aaid  arbitration,  and  that  Adams 
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refused  to  concur  in  the  award  which  Chappie  and  Atkinson  1899. 
subsequently  made ;  that  until  after  the  award  was  made^ 
Trader  was  ignorant  of  the  mode  in  which  Atkinson  had 
been  appointed.  The  affidavits  against  the  rule  stated, 
tbat  after  Atkinson*s  nSme  had  been  drawn,  and  before  the 
noauQation  was  indorsed  ou  the  indenture,  Adams  sent  to 
request  Atlunson  to  accept  the  office  of  arbitrator;  and  that 
both  parties,  with  their  attorneys  and  witnesses,  attended  the 
three  arbitrators  on  the  reference. 

F*  PoUockwad  R.  Bayly  now  shewed  cause.  If  arbitrators 
draw  lots  who  shall  appoint,  it  is  bad  (a) ;  but  if  both  nomi- 
nate, and  they  draw  lots  whether  the  nominee  of  one  or  of 
the  other  be  preferred,  the  appointment  is  good.  Neale  v. 
Ledger  (6).  There  is  no  ground  for  insinuating  that  Adams 
did  not  know  what  names  were  put  in,  or  that  he  objected 
specially  to  Atkinson. 

Godson  in  support  of  the  rule.  In  Neale  v.  Ledger  both 
arbitrators  concurred  in  thinking  that  the  two  persons  pro- 
posed were  proper  persons  to  be  appointed.  Here  it  does 
not  appear  that  Adams  had  any  knowledge  whatever  of  At^ 
kimon.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  I  cannpt  distinguish  this 
case  from  Neale  v.  Ledger.  It  is  certainly  desirable  that 
bodi  should  concur.  If  Adams  had  objected  to  Atkins(m*s 
name  being  put  in,  the  case  would  have  been  very  different. 
But  not  only  did  he  then  not  object,  but  even  now  he  does 
not  say  that  Atkinson  was  not  a  fit  person.] 

Cur.  advnVuli. 

Lord  Tbnterden,  C.  J. — In  support  of  the  rule  it  was 
sworn,  that  it  was  agreed  that  Chappie  and  Adams  should 
each  name  two  persons,  and  that  one  of  the  four  names 
should  be  drawn  by  lot.    The  account  given  by  Chappie 

(a)  So  held  in  EemUt  v.  Penny,         (b)  16  East,  51. 
Sajrv,  99. 
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1899.        does  OQt .  matdrially  differ  from  this  ^tatemeBft.    They  pro- 
ceeded .  accordiogly  to  ibe  usual  pUn  «8  he  calls  it.    The 
three  arbitrators  acted  together,  but  Adam9  did  not  joio  in 
the  awald«    l^e  partj  hinislelf,-7fYi&r,  .did  not  iwovio 
•what  manner  Ihe  third  arhitratoJ-  hadheen  appokitcd.   Tvo 
^cases  were  cited  in  support  of  'the  applicatioo  to  set 'wide 
the  award.  Harm  v.  Mitchell  (a)  and  Welh  v.  Cooke  {hy  In 
the  former  case  the  two  arbitratorsnot  igiteing  who  ibouid 
be  umpire,  the  one   proposing  CAtfp/tMg, .  and  the  odMr 
naming  Ramsay,  they  agreed  to  throw  cross  and  pile  who 
should  have  the  naming  of  the  umpire,  or  whose  man' sbduld 
stand ;  and  the  master  of  the  Rolls  thou^iCt  that  a  stifficient 
cause  to  set  aside  the  award.     In  Wdhv.Cooht  the  ttio- 
.trators  drew  lots  who  should  ha^'e  the  nominiltion  of  tk 
umpire;  and  the  lot  falling  on  the  plaiiitiff*s  arbitrator,  he 
nominated  a  person  who  had  been  previously  objected  tob; 
the  defendant's  arbitrator.     The  case  of  Neale  v.  X€ifger(c) 
was  cited  in  support  of  the  award.     In  that  case>  the  arbi- 
trators having  each  proposed  a  third  to  the  other,  and  nei- 
ther of  them  liking  to  abandon  his  oWn,  though  not  disap- 
proving of  the  choice  of  the  other,  agreed  to  toss  up  which  of 
the  two  proposed  sboold  be  nominated.   Lord  Ellenborougk, 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  expressed  himself 
to  the  following  effect:  "  This  was  not  a  toasiog  up  between 
two  arbitrators  which  should  nominate  a  third,  in  esdasioB 
of  the  otbery  which  would  have  been  bad  according  to  the 
cases  cited ;  but  after  having  each  of  them  nominated  ooe,  and 
each  of  them  thinking  that  the  nominee  of  the  other  was  nearly 
as  proper  as  his  own,  agreed  to  submit  their  opinion  to  this 
mode,  of  selection  of  one  out  of  the  two  fit  persons.    I  can- 
not see  any  objection  to  this.     The  mode  of  appointing  12 
jurors  out  of  M  those  who  are'  returned  as  fit  to  serte  is 
by  lot."     Upon  the.  authority  of  this  case,  which  differs  but 
slightly  from  that  now  befbi^  the  Court,  I  was  of  opimon 
that  this  award  might  be  supported.     Some  of  my  learned 
brothers  differed  from  me.     We  are  all  now  of  opinion  that 
(a)  S  Vernon,  485.  (6)  «  B.  &  A.  918.         (c)  16  Easr,  SU 
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parties  have  a  right  to  expect  that  arbitrators  will  exercise        .1889. 
their  judgment  in  the  selection  of  an  umpire.     We  think  k      ^^*^''^^ 
is  better  not  to  attempt  to  draw  nice  distinctions  between      Camell. 
this  cdse  and  any  which  may  have  preceded  it>  but  to  lay     . 
down  a  general  rule  that  the  nomination  must  be  matter  of 
cboiee,  not  .of  chance. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  And  see  Young  v.  MiHer,  5  D.  &  R.  863 ;  3  B.  &  C.  407. 


Robert  Hone  v.  George  Beswick  Morgan,  George 
Needle,  and  Loyd  Richard  Beale. 

In  Easter  term  last,  Cumyn  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  Judgment  is 
the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  warrant  of  attorney,  a"wa^praiitof° 

judgment,  and  writ  of  testatum  fieri  facias,  in  this  cause  (^ttoraej 

,       ,,  ,  .,  .      ,       I  .        .      .        ,      .         against  grantor 

SBOuld  not  be.  set  aside,  and  why  the  goods  seized  and  taken  of  an  annuity 

in  execution  by  the  sheriffs  of  London  should  not  be  restored  ?^^  ^^\  ^a^^7 
•^  before  1  April, 

to  the  defendant  L.  R.  Beale  upon  the  grounds  [here.fpur  18^5,  after 

objections  to  the  annuity  which  this  warrant  of  attorney  was  forJIJerl^ 

^iven  to  secure  were  pointed  out] :  fifthly,  that  the  grantOf  comes  bank- 

b^i.Qg  become  bankrupt,  and  a  commission  having  issued  Geo,  4  cfi6,B. 

against  him,  the  grantee  has  not  proved  under  the  said  ^5,  noexecu- 

commission  the  value  of  the  said  annuity  as  directed  by  the  against  the 

.statute  of  the  sixth  year  of  his  present  Majesty,  cap.  l6,  [{J^J^iue^as 

s.  55(b).   This  rule  was  obtained  upon  afiSdavits  stating  that  been  ascer- 

uined  by  the 

(6)  Which  enacts,"  Thatitshall  said,he  shall  be  thereby  dischai^ed  ^^^^'l^^^^^ 

not  be  lawful  for  any  person  enti-  from  all  claims  in  respect  of  such 

tied  to  any  annuity,  granted  by  annuity;  and  if  such  surety  sh<i|l 

.any  bankropt,  to  sue  any  person  not  (before  any  payment  of  the  said 

who  may  be  collateral  surety  for  annuity,  subsequent  to  the  bank-* 

.  the  payment  of  such  annuity,  uutil  ruptcy,   shall  have  become  due^) 

such  annuiunt  shall  have  proved  pay  the  sum  so  proved  as  aforesaid* 

under  the  commission  against  such  be  may  be  said  [sued]  for  the  ac- 

bankrupt  for  the  value  of  such  an-  cruing  payments  of  such  amiuity, 

nuity  and  for  die  payment  thereof;  until  such   annuitant  shall  have 

and  if  such  surety  after  such  proof  [been]  paid  or  satisfied  the  amount 

pay  the  amount  proved  as  afore-  so  proved,  with  interest  thereon  jit 
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in  1823,  defendant,  Morgan,  applied  to  plaintiff  for  a  loan, 
upon  which  plaintiff  agreed  to  assign  to  Morgan  the  lease- 
hold property  which  would  enable  Morgan  to  raise  tbe 
money  required,  upon  condition  that  Morgan  would  grant 
an  annuity  to  Hone,  with  Beale  and  Needle  as  sureties; 
that  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  io 
Hilary  term,  1 825 ;  that  a  commission  of  bankrupt  issued 
against  Morgan  5th  June,  1827;  that  the  sheriffs  of  Loo- 
don  levied  upon  the  goods  oi  Beale  for  the  sum  of  92/.  14s. 
for  arrears  of  said  annuity  by  virtue  of  a  fi.  fa.,  returnable 
on  Wednesday  next  after  three  weeks  of  Easter;  and  that 
plaintiff  had  not  proved  his  debt  under  the  commission. 


Busby  now  shewed  cause.  This  case  is  distinguishable 
from  Bell  v.  BiUqn{a).  That  was  an  action  of  covenant 
brought  after  the  passing  of  the  last  bankrupt  act  (6)  against 
the  surety  of  the  grantor  of  an  annuity,  the  grantor  having 
become  bankrupt.  Here  judgment  was  signed  before  the 
passing  of  the  act,  and,  therefore,  no  suit  is  necessaiy. 
[Lord  Tenterden,  C.J,  A  judgment  under  a  power  of  at- 
torney is  entirely  under  the  control  of  the  Court]  Still 
there  is  here  no  suit.  {^Bayley,  J.  The  suing  out  of  exe- 
cution is  a  suitJ]  It  has  always  been  considered  that  the 
judgment  terminates  the  suit.  To  make  an  execntioa 
synonimous  with  suit  would  have  the  effect  of  retarding 
execution  until  the  party  has  proved  his  debt  under  the 
commission.    [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.   I  suppose  there  is, a 


tbe  rate  of  foar  per  cent  per  an- 
num, from  the  dme  of  notice  of 
sacb  proof  and  of  tbe  amount 
tbereof  being  given  to  such  surety ; 
and  after  such  payment  or  satis- 
faction, such  surety  shall  stand  in 
tbe  place  of  such  annuitant  in  re- 
spect of  such  proof  as  aforesaid,  to 
tbe  amount  so  paid  or  satisfied  as 
aforesaid  by  such  surety,  and  the 
certificate  of  the  bankrupt  shall  be 
a  discharge  to  him  from  all  claims 


of  such  annuitant  or  of  such  smety 
in  respect  of  such  annuitj,  provided 
that  such  surety  shall  be  entided 
to  credit  in  account  with  sach  an- 
nuitant for  any  dividends  reoaved 
by  such  annuitant  under  the  com- 
mission before  such  surety  shall 
have  fully  paid  or  satisfied  the 
'amount  so  proved  as  aforesaid. 

(a)  4  Bingh.  616 ;  1  Moore  & 
Payne,  574. 

(b)  6  Geo.  4,  c  16. 
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clause  in  the  warrant  of  attorney  authorising  the  plaintiff  to  i^^^- 
issue  execution  without  a  scire  facias  ?]  There  is.  [Bay-  Hose 
ky,  J.  If  this  rule  be  made  absolute,  the  plaintiff  may  still  v. 

sue  upon  his  securities,  and  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  error.]  If  the  issuing  of  execution  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  suing  within  the  56th  section,  it  must  be  admitted  that 
the  point  is  not  tenable ;  but  even  then  the  judgment  and 
the  warrant  of  attorney  cannot  be  impeached. 

Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.  J. — I  think  we  ought  so  to  con* 
sider  it.  It  is  only  by  virtue  of  the  special  clause  that  the 
plaintiff  can  take  out  execution  without  a  scire  facias.  We 
cannot  give  effect  to  the  act  without  considering  an  execu- 
tion as  equivalent  to  a  suit.  The  bankrupt  would  not  be 
discharged  if  it  were  open  to  the  plaintiff  to  take  this  course. 
The  execution  must  be  set  aside,  without  costs. 

r 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  "  If  a  man  release  all  suites,  barre  the  king  in  that  case.  And 
the  execution  is  gone ;  for  no  man  so  note  a  diversity  between  a  re- 
can  have  execution  without  prayer  lease  of  all  actions,  and  a  release 
and  suite,  bot  the  king  only;  and,  of  all  suites."  Co.  Litt.  S91  a.; 
therefore,  if  the  king  releaseth  all  3  Tho.  Co.  Litt.  424.  Qu.  Whe- 
suites,  it  is  no  barre  of  his  execu-  tlier  this  distinction  is  not  founded 
tion,  because  in  the  king's  case  upon  an  equivocal  use  of  the  word 
the  jadges  ought  to  award  execu-  **  suit/*  as  applied  to  suing  to  the 
tion  ex  o£ficio  without  any  suite ;  Court  and  suing  the  parties. 
but  a  release  of  executions  doth 


Stevenson  t;.  Crease. 

In  January  last,  Thomas  Horner  being  arrested  on  a  latitat  Bail  are  not 

returnable  on  the  first  return  of  Hilai7  term,  the  defendant  fhe^^evj^^^ 

and  £!^  Roche  became  his  bail  to  the  action.     Horner  signed  part  of  the 

a  cognovit,  payable  by  instalments,  the  last  of  which  became  f^  f^^.^  ^^  ^y 

pavable  before  the  day  on  which  final  iudgnient  could  have  a  cognovit 
'^  ■'  •  •  .»      o  gj^gjj  without 

their  knowledge  or  assent,  where  no  part  of  the  debt  and  costs  is  made  payable  at  a  time 
subsequent  to  the  earliest  day  on  which  execution  might  have  been  obtained. 

VOL.  IV,  o  o 
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been  obtained,  with  power  to  iMue  execution  npon  defiult 
in  pnyment  of  tbe  first  inatalmeni*  DtfnuU  having  been 
teadei  jttdgmeat  wm  signed  dn  the  27th  of  Febniai^  ml 
CO  the  sAme  day  a  teatatnm  fieri  fMies  iasned^  retunaUe 
the  first  return  of  Easter  term,  which  writ  waa  indoned  to 
levj  374/*  The  sheriff  having  rctumed  fieri  feci  as  topert* 
H  oa.  sa.  issued  for  108 J.  lSi«  residue^  on  which  the  sheriff 
having  returned  non  est  inventus,  a  scire  Ci^nas  bsued  agaiast 
the  bail  and  their  recognizances.  A  rule  having  been  obtained 
by  Archbold  to  shew  cause  why  the  proceedings  b  scLii. 
should  not  be  set  aside  for  an  irregularity  in  tbe  aertioe  of 
the  summons  upon  the  scire  facias,  the  plaintiff  discontinued 
the  proceedings  and  issued  two  several  bills  of  MiddVseex 
against  the  baih  Ankiold  obtained  a  rale  culling  upon  the 
plaiatiff  td  shew  cause  why  the  proceedings  in  diis  cams 
should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity  with  coets,  or  why 
this  action  and  the  action  of  Stevenson  v.  Roche  should  not 
be  consolidated. 

Taljburd  now  shewed  eause.    Bail  are  not  disdiArged 
by  a  cognovit  taken  without  their  knowledge,  unless  by 
the  terms  of  the  arrangement  the  payment  of  the  whole  or 
of  some  part  of  the  debt  be  defened  beyond  the  esriiest 
lime  at  which  execution  could  have  issued,  if  the  cause  had 
proceeded  to  trial  in  its  regular  course.    In   M^nmag'i 
Exchequer  Practice  it  is  saidi  '*  To  groond  pwwsediap 
against  bail    on    their   recognizance,   the    pimtiff  must 
shew  his  election  to  seek  his  remedy  against  Ae  person  of 
the  defendant  by  issuing  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  which 
will  be  available  for  this  purpose,  notwithstanding  part  of 
the  debt  may  have  been  levied  uvider  a  tieri  facias.    Per 
Gibhs,  C.  J.  I8l6''(a).    And  in  the  same  book  (ft),  a  case 
decided  in  the   Exchequer  in  Michaelmas  term,   lM)7» 
Waring  v.  Jertis  is  cited,  **  in  which  a  ca.  sa.  iasiied  after  a 
fi .  fin.,  oti  which  pait  httd  been  levied,  but  no  objection  was 
raised  on  this  ground."    ^Fhis  cowrsfe  of  proceeding  wooM 

(c)  1st  edition,  472.  (6)  lb.  475,  (m). 
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be  clearly  good  as  against  the  principal ;  and  the  bail  are 
benefited  by  the  lessening  of  their  liability  to  the  extent  of 
money  levied  under  the  fi.  fa.  It  is»  therefore,  to  their  ad* 
vantage  that  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  obtain  satisfao* 
tioii  firom  the  defendant's  goods  before  the  bail  are  resorted 
to;  and  it  would  be  injurious  to  them  to  hold  that  a  plaintiff 
cannot  try  other  modes  of  obtaining  payment  without  dis- 
charging the  bail.  The  plaintiff  does  not  oppose  that  part 
of  the  rule  which  prays  that  the  two  actions  may  be  con** 
solidated. 
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SrsvBiisoir 

CrEA8E» 


Archbold,  contrA.  By  taking  a  cognovit,  the  plaintiff  de- 
prives the  bail  of  the  opportunity  of  requiring  him  to  prove 
a  cause  of  action,  not  only  within  the  declaration  but  within 
the  affidavit  of  debt.  It  is,  therefore,  immateriJEil  whether 
further  time  is  given  or  not  (a).  It  is  expressly  laid  down 
by  Crompton  (b\  and  Sellon  (c),  that  by  issuing  a  fieri  facias 
or  an  elegit  (d),  the  plaintiff  makes  his  election  to  seek  his 


(a)  The  ground  upon  which  a 
surety  is  ditcbarged  by  ths  giving  of 
time  to  the  principal  debtor  is  this 
-^hat  if  the  obligation  of  the  surety 
tlill  subsisted,  the  creditor  might, 
by  enforcing  the  liability  against 
the  surety,  give  to  that  surety  an 
immediate  remedy  over  against 
the  principal  debtor,  and  the  cre- 
ditor would,  in  effect,  thereby  nul- 
lify bis  own  contract  to  postpone  the 
day  of  payment,  or  atUrmiruUe  the 
debt.  Where,  therefore,  the  con- 
sent to  give  the  further  time  is  not 
binding,  as  between  the  creditor 
and  debtor,  for  want  of  considera- 
tion or  otherwise,  or  wbere  the 
time  is  given  with  an  express  re- 
senratioo  of  the  remedy  against  the 
surety,  although  the  surety  be  ig- 
norant of, or  dissent  froro^  such  re- 
servation of  his  liability,  the  surety 
Ui  not  dischaiged.  In  the  latter  case, 


on  tlieone  haod^  the  debtor  oanaot 
complain  if,  by  reason  of  the  sure- 
ty's being  called  upon  before  the 
expiration  of  the  extended  term,  he 
himself  be  compelbd  to  pay  within 
that  period,  since  by  assenting  to 
the  reservation  of  the  liability  of 
the  surety,  he  must  be  taken  to 
have  consented  to  accept  a  coo* 
ditional  .extension  of  the  time  of 
payment,  or  attermi nation  of  the 
debt,  subject  to  a  contingency.  On 
the  other  band,  the  surety  receives 
no  prejudice ;  his  claims  against  the 
debtor,  whether  for  reimbursement 
or  for  security,  remain  entire ;  and 
it  was  no  part  of  his  contract  with 
the  principal  that  the  latter  should 
enforce  his  remedies  against  the 
debtor  within  any  particular  period. 

(6)  2  Crompt.  Pra.  71,  3d  edit. 

(c)  2Sell.  Prn.  11«. 

{d)  An  elegit   seems   to   stand 


o   o  2 
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satisfaction  out  of  the  defendant's  property,  and  cannot 
afterwards  proceed  against  the  bail.  It  would  be  rerj  un- 
reasonable if  they  could  do  so  ;  since  the  issuing  of  process 
against  the  goods  is  calculated  to  induce  the  bail  to  believe 
that  the  plaintiff  does  not  mean  to  resort  to  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  and  to  relax  their  vigilance. 


Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that 
bail  are  not  discharged  by  a  cognovit  taken  without  their 
consent  or  knowledge,  unless  it  give  the  defendants  longer 
time  of  payment  than  he  would  have  had  by  defending  the 
action.     The  other  point  requires  further  consideration. 


Cur,  adv.  vult. 


At  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term. 


Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  seizing  the  defendant's  property  under 
a  fi.  fa.,  had,  as  against  the  bail,  made  his  election,  and  bad 
precluded  himself  from  resorting  to  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant so  as  to  charge  the  bail.  Upon  consideration,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  course  which  has  been  adopted  is 
regular,  not  only  against  the  principal  (<?)  but  also  against  the 
bail,  who,  instead  of  being  prejudiced  by  the  seizure  under 
a  fi.  fa.  will  be  benefited  by  the  levying  of  part,  in  having  so 
much  the  less  to  pay. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


upon  a  different  ground.  Where 
laud  of  any  annual  value  is  taken, 
the  rents  and  profits  must,  in  pro- 
cess of  time,  work  out  the  dis- 
charge of  any  debt  however  large. 
Vide  Palmer  v.  Knowllis,  1  Leon. 
176 ;  Knowles  v.  Palmer,  Cro.  EU 
100;  Cooper  v.  Langwofth,  ibid. 


608,  F.Moor, 545;  Foster v, Jack- 
son, Hob.  57,  58;  Glascock  v. 
Morgan,  1  Lev.  92 ;  Lancoiter  t. 
Fielder,  9  Ld.  Rajra.  1451;  ?•/■ 
len  V.  Purbeck,  12  Mod.  336,7; 
Beacon  v.  Peck,  1  Stra.  826. 
(a)  Anle,  55$. 
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1829. 

Hall  v.  Curzon  and  Lett.  ^^*v-^^ 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour.    Plea,non  assumpsit;  In  assampsit 

and  issue  thereon.     At  the   trial  before  Lord  Tenterden^  B  and^C*"!). 

C.  J.  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall,  after  Easter  term,  1828,  is  a  competent 

the  following  facts  appeared.     The  plain  tiif  was  secretary  prove  a  joint 

to  a  joint  stock  company,  called  "  The  City  of  London  ^"'"^^^^^  ^* 

Central   Street   and   Northern  Improvement   Company."  though  the'lia- 

To  prove  that  the  defendant  Lett  was  a  member,  one  Bar-  ^^^^^  ^[  ^- °° 
'^  'the  contract 

mer  was  called,  who  was  shewn,  both  by  his  own  admission  appear  aU- 
and  by  other  evidence,  to  be  a  shareholder  and  director  of  ^^  ' 
the  company.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  Lett  objected 
to  the  admissibility  of  Harmer'8  evidence,  on  the  ground 
that  by  fixing  Lett  as  a  co-partner,  the  witness's  liability  to 
contribution  would  be  diminished  pro  tanto.  The  learned 
judge  overruled  the  objection,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

.Campbell  now  moved  accordingly.  In  Blackett  v. 
Weir  (a)  the  joint  liability  of  the  witness  appeared  from  his 
own  admission  only ;  a  circumstance  relied  upon  in  that 
case,  and  which  clearly  distinguishes  it  from  the  present. 
Here,  the  liability  of  Hanner  being  shewn  aliunde,  if  he 
proves  the  joint  liability  of  Lett  he  lessens  his  own  contri- 
bution. Suppose  an  action  brought  by  A,  against  £.upon 
a  contract,  in  which,  on  the  face  of  it,  C  alone  is  the  party 
contracting  with  A.;  if  C.  be  called  as  a  witness,  and  proves 
the  joint  liability  of  himself  and  B.,  he  will  have  to  pay  a 
half  instead  of  the  whole  to  which  his  signature  had  made  him 
liable,  and  for  which  he  would  continue  liable  if  the  action 
failed.  This  case  is,  therefore,  clearly  distinguishable  from 
Blackett  v.  Weir.  [Bayley,  J.  In  Blackett  v.  fVeir,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  contribution  at  all  events.]  In 
that  case,  Bayley,  J.  says,  "  In  one  point  of  view  he  had 
an  interest  in  obtaining  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  for  by 
(o)  3  D.  &  R.  U'l'y  5  B.  &  C.  385. 
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1829.         admitting  his  own  liability,  he  rendered  himself  liable  to  a 
-«  proportion  of  the  costs  as  well  as  of  the  debt,  in  the  event 

V.  of  the  plaintiff's  obtaining  a  verdict.    The  only  difficulty  that 

uasoM.  ^^^  occurred  to  me  arises  from  th«  circumstance  of  his 
proving  a  partnership  between  himself  and  the  defendant ; 
but  his  proving  that  fact  in  the  present  action  woald  oot 
be  evidence  of  it  in  any  other.  And  if  the  present  de* 
fcndant  can  hereafter  shew  that  no  such  partnership  in  fact 
existed^  he  may,  probably  in  a  court  of  law,  but  certainly  io 
a  court  of  equity,  recover  from  the  witness  the  full  amount  of 
his  liability  in  this  action.*'  It  is  questionable  whether  such 
an  action  ever  was,  or  could  be,  maintained.  [Purke,^.  In 
Lockart  v.  Graham  {a)  a  co«obligor  was  allowed  to  be  a  ml* 
ness  to  prove  the  execntion  of  the  bond  against  the  defend* 
ant,  another  co-obligor.]  In  that  case,  it  would  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  bond  that  the  witness  and  the  defendant 
were  both  named  as  obligors  (6).  Here  the  witness  it 
called  for  the  purpose  of  making  out  the  joint  contract. 

Cur.  ii(fo.  vtilt. 

Lord  Tentbrden,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — We  have  considered  the  propriety  of  pant- 
ing a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  en- 
tered, and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  ought  not  to 
be  disturbed.  We  think  that  this  case  is  not  distinguishable 
in  principle  from  the  cases  of  Lockart  v.  Graham,  and 
Blackett  v.  Weir  (c).  An  action  of  tresspass  against  one  of 
several  co-trespassers  is  barred  by  a  recovery  against  another 
co-trespasser  (rf),  yet  in  practice  a  co-trespasser  not  sued  is 

(a)  i  Sir.  S5.  {d)  Bromnv.  ITooOiw,  Cro.Jac. 

(Jb)  Until  proof  of  the  execution  73,  S.  C.  per  nomen,  Broome  f.  Woo- 

of  the  bond,  the  production  of  an  ton,  Yeherton,  €T.    In  Dnth  »• 

instrument  purporting  that  ceitain  MiUhtU^  Z  East^  957,  it  mn  said 

persons  became  boand,  would  not  that  the  case  of  Brcmn  x.WMitok 

shew  a  joint,  or  any,  contract.  did  not  prore  chat  judgment  odIj 

(c)  8  D.  &  R.   149;  5  B.  &  C.  against  a  co- trespasser  could  be 

385.    Supr^f  665.  pleaded   in  bar,  inasmuch  as  it 
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freqiieiitl^r  called  to  prove  that  h?,  the  witpeafl,  did  the  act 
by  tb«  qammaod  ofthed^fwimiia). 

Rule  refuBed. 

•ction  of  ton  «an  haw  no  veme^y 
i^iaft  a  co-tfift-feMor  forcomrir 
butiouy  (^Merrym^kcr  v.  Nixanp 
8  T.  R.  186:  but  see  Lmgard  v. 
Brmky,  1  V.&B.  147;)  rtiidhct 
of  the  wiinen'ft  tMtiiiiDfty  wovM 
be  to  «x«mjit  hina^froiQ  all  lta» 
bility. 
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I  tharf  i^at  ueeuti&m  had 
iifoad,  Boder  which  the  party  bwl 
been  taken.  But  the  iiiiprisoniiient 
of  the  6r8t  sued  trespasser  under 
a  ca.  sa.,  thoQ^  eatisiietion  afl 
ifiMstliiiMcIfy  would  not  cany  ibe 
case  further  than  the  jud^ent  as  ii 
respected  other  parties, 
(a)  And  as  the  defendant  in  an 


1829. 

V. 

CvKToir. 


BoTTiNGS  V,  FiRBY  and  another. 

C3AS£.  Fjr9t  countf  for  dtstraioiiif  for  more  rent  tbaq  Where  a  de- 
wti3  due;  second^  for  taking  an  excessive  distress;  third|  judg^ent^by 
for  not  removjog  the  goods  distrained  within  a  reasonable  default  in  an 

ri»»i./it  i.1-  t  infenor  Courr, 

tune  amr  the  e;K}>ira)Uon  of  Ave  daj^  next  after  distress  and  and  removes 

notice :  foprib^  for  selling  the  distress  in  an  unfit  and  in*-  ?^®  proceed- 

"       ^  ings  into  a 

proper  manner;  ivitb  a  count  in  trover.    At  the  trial  before  superiorCourt, 
Lpxd  Ttnterdeu^  C.  J.,  at  the  Westminster  sittings  after  last  JSe^ds  to**"" 
term  (a)«  it  appeared  that  this  action  had  been  originally  the  issue, 
commenced  in   the  Palace  Court.    The  defendants  not  by^iefa^t^s 
having  appeared  upon  the  process  issued  by  that  Court,  not  even  primi 
the  phmtiff  entered  an  appearance  for  them  according  to  of  the  right  of 
the  statute^  signed  judgment^  and  gave  notice  of  executing  "^^^"' 
a  wnl  of  inquiry  on  the  5th  of  March  last^  on  vrhich  day  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  sued  out  by  the  defendants,  who 
removed  the  cause  into  this  Court.     On  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  judgment  by  defauU  was 
evidence  of  an  admission  by  the  defendants  of  the  cause  of 
actioi^  which,  though  not  conclusive,  threw  upon  them  the 
burden  of  explaining  it.    The  learned  Judge,  however,  waff 
of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  by  default  upder  the  circum- 
stances, amounted  to  nothing,  and  ought  to  have  no  weight 
with  the  jury.     A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  de- 
fendants, 

(a)  CouAsei  A>r  the  plaintif,  £r/f ;  for  the  deftpndant,  F.  Peilock. 
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1829.  Erie  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirec- 

tion. In  the  Court  below,  the  judgment  obtained  by  the 
plaintiff  woiild  have  bound  the  defendants  conclusively. 
It  is  not  now  meant  to  be  contended  that  the  judgment  is 
concllisive  in  this  Court;  but  the  plaintiff  complains  that 
the  jury  were  told  that  it  absolutely  came  to  nothing.  Since 
the  trial  cases  have  been  looked  into ;  and  none  has  been 
found  to  confirm  the  view  taken  by  the  learned  Judge. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  case  of  Aslin  v.  Parkin  {a)  may  be 
considered  as  an  authority'for  the  plaintiff.  That  was  ao 
action  for  mesne  profits,  after  a  judgment  by  default  in 
ejectment.  There  it  was. held,  that  there  was  no  distinct 
tion  between  a  judgment  upon  a  verdict  and  a  judgment 
by  default,  and  that  the  tenant  was  concluded  by  the  judg- 
ment by  default.  [Bayley,  J.  In  that  case  there  wis  a 
new  action.  If  the  judgment  below  had  been  conclusive 
upon  the  defendants,  it  would  have  been  a  good  ground  for 
resisting  the  removal  of  the  cause  into  this  Court.  Parfce,  J. 
Where  a  judgment  by  default  is  set  aside  upon  terms,  you 
cannot  use  that  judgment  for  any  purpose.  Here  the  ha- 
beas corpus  sets  aside  the  judgment  (6).  Littledale,^.  Upon 
the  cause  being  removed,  the  plaintiff  could  not  act  upon 
the  judgment  by  default.  The  parties  stood  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  the  judgment  had  not  been  given.]  If  a  con- 
versation had  taken  place  between  these  two  parties,  in 
which  the  defendants  had  admitted  their  liability,  it  might 
have  been  received  in  evidence,  subject  to  any  explanation 
which  the  defendants  might  be  able  to  give. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — If  any  weight  had  been  given 
by  me  or  by  the  jury  to  this  judgment,  very  great  injustice 
might  have  been  done.  The  defendants  do  not  appear. 
They  do  nothing  in  the  Court  below.  They  take  out  a 
habeas  corpus,  but  the  plaintiff  thinks  proper  to  enter  an 
appearance  for  them. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  2  Burr.  665;  2  Lord  Ken-  (6)  Nothing  .but  the  plaint  is 

yon,  376.  removed  by  the  habeas. 
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Doe  on  the  demise  of  Thomas  Taylor  v.  Harris  and        ^^-v<^/ 
another. 

Ejectment  for  messuages  and  lands  at  Corsham  (a),  Where  an  heir 
,  ---..-,  ^     «•  I     1      ,     '  _  at  law  brought 

m  the  county  of  V\  ilts,  the  possession  of  which  the  lessor  of  an  ejeccnient 

the  plaintiiF  sought  to  recover  as  the  heir  at  law  of  Joseph  to  recover  part 

Taylor,     In  1 828  an  ejectment  had  been  brought  on  the  premises,  and 

demise  of  the  same  lessor,  to  recover  other  premises  devised  afterwards 

hy  Joseph  Taylor,  by  the  same  will  and  codicil  under  which  brought  a 

second  eiect~ 

the  defendants  claim.     Notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  nient  against 

summer  assizes,   1828,  and  countermanded.      A  rule  for  o^**^*!  P*"*^> 
.     ,  .  ^  .  ,.     ,  who  held  pther 

judgment  as  m  case  of  a  nonsuit  was  discharged^  on  a  parts  of  the 

peremptory  undertaking  to  try  at  the  spring  assizes,   at  ^^'•vised  pre- 

mises,  cne 
which,  upon  proof  of  the  will  and  codicil,  the  counsel  for  Court  refused 

the  plaintiiF  declined  to  address  the  jury,^  and  submitted  to  p^J^edbgs  in 

be  nonsuited.     The  defendants'  costs  in  that  action  were  the  second 

taxed  at  96/.,  and  had  not  been  paid.     Upon  an  affidavit  the  costs  of 

stating  these  facts,  and  the  deponent's  belief  that  the  present  ^he  first  were 

action   was  brought  upon   the  same  title,   and  solely  to 

question  again  the  validity  of  the  same  will  and  codicil, 

Coleridge  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  proceed- 
ings in  this  action  should  not  be  stayed  until  payment  of 
the  costs  in  the  former  action.  This  ejectment  is  brought 
upon  the  same  title,  by  the  same  claimant,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trying  the  same  question  which  was  raised  at  the 
former  trial.  This  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the  principle 
of  the  former  decisions  (6). 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — In  this  case  the  defendants 

(a)  Ante,  iii.  513.  Chadwick  v.  Law,  2  NV.  Bla.  1 158; 

(6)  Keene  d.  Angel  v.  Angel,  6  Thru$toutv. Holdfast,  GT.  R.  228; 

T.  R.  741 ;  Doe  d.  Cotterell  v.  Roe,  Doe  d.  Church  v.  Barclay,  15  East, 

1  Chitt.  Rep.  195.     In  the  former  282;  Goodtitle  v.  Mayo,  1  Tidd, 

of  these  cases  the  lands  were  dif-  9th  edit.  99;  Smith  d.  Jordan  v. 

ferent,  and  a  new  defendant  had  Eoc, ib.  538;  Doev,  Law,\h.  1233; 

been    added.    And    see   Doe  d.  Fairclaim  v.  Thruttout,  ibid. 
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1829.  are  not  the  same  as  in  the  former  ejectmenti  nor  is  the 
action  brought  in  respect  of  the  same  suligeclrmatter.  We 
should  be  going  farther  tbao  Ihe  Court  has  hitherto  gone 
if  we  were  to  interfere  in  the  manner  prayed. 

Rule  refilled. 


Doe  on  the  demise  of  Jai«s  Hudson  v.  James  Jamesoi. 

i^^Stf  "^   Ejectment  for  lands  in  the  county  of  Comteriani 

Bittj,  upon        In  the  early  part  of  this  term  T.Ctarkson  obtained  a  nils 

to^^^Mi    <^a*'i"g  "po"*  ^c  defendant  to  shew  cause  ''whytheUnd- 

ejectiMDt  as     lord's  rule  and  the  consent  rule  in  this  cause  should  not  be 

reqiiii«d'«6       discharged,  and  the  defendant's  appearance  and  plea  set 

|ive  Meanly     aside,  unless  the  defendant  shall  consent  to  give  secoritjf 

for  the  costs  in  this  cause  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  master/' 

upon  an  aflSdavit  stating  that  the  defendant  then  wa9»  and 

had  for  several  years   been  resident,  with  bis  wife  and 

family,  near  Greenock,  in  Scotland* 

Patteson  now  shewed  cause.  This  is  quite  a  novel  ap- 
plication, lliere  is  no  case  in  which  the  Court  has  com- 
pelled a  defendant  residing  abroad  to  give  securily  forcosta* 
It  is  true  that  this  is  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  is  said 
to  be  the  creature  of  the  Court.  But  the  power  to  defisad 
as  landlord  is  given  by  statute^  and  is  claimed^  wta3% 
matter  of  favour,  but  of  right* 

Lord  Tent£RDEN,  C.  J-^-This  js  a  very  reasonable  ap- 
plication. 

Parke,  J.--*-The  BtatuCe  merely  aa^,  ihatitehd  and 
nray  be  lawful  for  die  landlord  to  defend. 

Rule  absolute* 
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Dunn  v.  Murray.  v^v^ 

Assumpsit.     The  declaration  stated,  Uiat  on  the  2d  Where  all 

-T"  .  «_       .  •  .        •         .         .  .     .«.        nuattere  in  dif- 

of  February,  IB27»  at  oic.^  m  consideration  that  plaintiff,  at  Terence  in  a 

request  of  defendant,  would  enter  into  the  employ  of  de-  ^^^  ^^d^ 
fendant  in  the  capacity  of  a  reporter  of  the  proceedings  of  arbitrator 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  also  of  the  proceedings  of  pj^ntiff^a  sum 
the  House  of  Commons,  and  would  furnish  reports  of  such  >"  satisfiictioo 
proceedings  to  defendant,  his  servants  or  agents,  for  the  in  the  caas^^ 
purpose  of  publication  in  a  public  newspaper  of  defendant,  ^^®  plaintiff 
for  o«e  whole  year,  to  wit,  from  &c.  aforesaid,  at  and  for  a  wards  support 
cetrtain  salary  or  wages,  at  the  rate  of  five  guineas  per  week  fo^^l'demaBd" 
throughout  the  year,  defendant  undertook  &c.  to  retain  and  within  the 
easploy  plaintiff  in  the  capacity  aforesaid,  at  and  for  the  nfJI^Dce  and 
sakrj  or  wages  aforesaid,  and  continue  him  in  such  employ  ^bich  he 
for  one  whole  year,  to  wit,  from  &c.  aforesaid.    And  though  brought  before 
plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  promise  &c.  of  defendant,  did  ^®  arbitrator. 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c«  aforesaid,  at  &c.,  enter  into  the 
employ  of  defendant  in  the  capacity  aforesaid,  and  on 
the  terms  aforesaid,  and  did  furnish  reports  of  such  pro- 
ceedings as  aforesaid  to  defendant,  his  servants  and  agents, 
for  the  purpose  of  publication  in  the  said  {>ubUc  newspaper 
of  defendant,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  until  the  4th 
of  August,  1827#  at  &c.;  and  though  plaintiff  was  on  &c., 
at  &C.,  and  had  always  been  ready  and  willing,  and  then 
and  there  offered  to  continue  in  the  employ  of  defendant 
in  the  capacity  aforesaid,  and  on  the  terms  aforesaid,  and 
to  fiumisfa  such  reports  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  afore^ 
said,  for  the  remainder  of  the  said  year ;  yet  defendant  did 
not  nor  would  continue  plaintiff  in  his  employ  until  the 
expiration  of  the  said  year,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof 
then  and  there  refused  to  suffer  plaintiff  to  continue  in 
defendant's  said  employ,  and  discharged  phiintiff  therefrom, 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  whatsoever,  and 
had  hence  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  retain 
or  continue  plaintiff  in  his  employ  for  the  remainder  of  the 
said  year :  By  me:ms  whereof  plaintiff  had  lost  and  been 
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1899.  deprived  of  all  the  wages,  profits  and  emoluments  which  he 
otherwise  might  and  would  have  derived  and  acquired  from 
being  continued  in  the  employ  of  defendant  as  aforesaid, 
and  which  defendant  had  from  that  time  wholly  refused  to 
pay  or  allow  to  plaintiff,  and  plain tiif  had  been,  by  reason 
of  the  premises,  wholly  unemployed  for  the  remainder  of 
the  said  year.  Counts  for  wages  and  salary,  for  money  had 
and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated.  Plea,  non  assump- 
sit; and  issue  thereon. 

This  case  was  referred  to  B.  H,  Malkin,  Esq.  barrister 
at  law,   who,  by  his  award,  stated  the  following  facts:— 
"  The  said  J.  Murray,  one  W.  J.  Stewart,  and  one  W. 
Mudford,    together  with   certain   other   persons,  on  and 
before  the  2d  of  February,  1827,  were  the  proprietors  of  a 
certain  public  newspaper,  and  so  continued  until  and  after 
the  2d  of  February,  1828,  and  the  said  J.  Dunn  was  en- 
gaged by  the  said  proprietors  as  a  reporter  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  also  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  House  of  Commons,  for  the  said  newspaper, 
for  the  space  of  one  year,  beginning  on  the  said  £d  of 
February,  1827,  at  a  salary  of  five  guineas  a  week  during 
the  whole  of  the  said  year;  and  the  said  J,  Dunn  entered 
upon  his  duties  as  such  reporter,  and  continued  to  perform 
the  same  until  the  4th  of  August^  1827,  when  he  was  dis- 
charged from  the  said  employment  by  the  said  proprietors, 
without  any  just  cause  for  his  said  discharge;  and  the  said 
J.  Dunn  after  that  time  continued  ready  and  willing,  and 
tendered  and  offered  to  perform  the  duties  of  bis  said 
employment;  and  the  said «/.  Z)r/;i//,  in  Michaelmas  term, 
1827,  filed  his  bill  in  a  certain  action  of  assumpsit  against 
the  said   W,  J.  Stewart,  J.  Murray,    and  W.  Mudford: 
which  said  bill  contained,  among  other  counts,  a  count  for 
the  wages  or  salary  of  the  said  J,  Dunn,  for  his  services  by 
him  before  then  done  and  performed  as  a  reporter  of  law 
proceedings  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  of  debates 
and  other  proceedings  in  the  House  of  Commons,  and  for 
preparing  reports  of  such  law  proceedings,  debates,  and 
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Other  proceedings^  for  the  said  !V,  J,  Stewart,  J.  Murray, 

aud  W.  Mudford,  their  servants  and  agents,  for  the  purpose 

of  publication  in  a  certain  public  newspaper  of  them  the 

said  W.  J.  Stewart,  J.  Murray,  and  W.  Mudford;  and  also 

a  count  for  work  and  labour,  care  and  diligence,  before  that 

time  done,  performed,  and  bestowed  by  the  said  J.  Dunn 

for.the  said  W,  J.  Stewart,  J.  Murray,  and  W.  Mudford, 

at. their  instance  and  request,  and  for.  divers  materials  and 

necessary  things  before  that  time  found  and  provided  by 

the  said  J.  Dunn  for  the  said  W.  J.  Stewart,  J.  Murray, 

and  fV,  Mudford,  at  their  like  instance  and  request,  and 

used  and  applied  in  and  about  the  said  work  and  labour; 

and  also  a  special  count,  similar  to  the  first  count  in  the 

declaration  in  this  cause.     The  plaintiff  laid  his  damages 

at  300/.,  and  the  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue  only. 

On  the  gth  of  July,  1828,  all  matters  in  difference  in  the 

said  cause  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  W.  J,  Stewart, 

J.  Murray,  and  W.  Mudford,  were  referred,  by  order  of 

Nisi  Prius,  to  the   arbitrament  of  I*.  N.  Talfourd,  Esq. 

barrister  at  law,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  costs  of  the 

said  suit  should  abide  the  event  of  the  award,  and  that  the 

costs   of  the  reference  should  be  in  the  discretion  of  the 

arbitrator.     That  order  was,  on  Thursday  next  after  the 

Morrow  of  All  Souls,  in  the  year  1828,  made  a  rule  of  this 

Court.  .  Mr.  Talfourd,  on  the  l6th  of  September,   1828, 

made  his  award  concerning  the  matters  so  referred  to  him, 

and  thereby  awarded  that  .the  plaintiff  in  the  said  suit  had 

good  cause  of  action  in  the  said  suit  against  the  defendants 

in  the  same,  to  the  amount  of  6SL,  which  he  was  entitled 

to  recover  as  and  for  his  damages. in  the  said  suit;  and  he 

also  awarded  and  adjudged,  that  the  defendants  in  that  suit 

should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  the  said  sum  of  63/. 

in  satisfaction  of  his  damages  sustained  in  the  .said  cause, 

and   that  the  cause  should  be, prosecuted  no. further;  and 

that  the  defendants,  in  that  cause  should  pay  their  own  costs 

of  the  reference  and  of  that  award,  and  should  also,  pay  the 

plaintiff  his  costs  in  that  cause,  and  of  the  said  reference 
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and  Bwardi  the  same  being  taxed  by  the  proper  oflker  of 
the  Court.    The  said  W.  J.  Stewart,  J.  Murray ,  and  V. 
Mudford,  the  defendants  in  the  said  cause,  on  the  13di  of 
November,  1888,  paid  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  cause  the 
damages  and  costs  as  by  the  said  award  was  directed.  The 
said  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  service  of  die  laid 
proprietors  was  proved  in  evidence  before  Mr.  Tatfavri 
upon  the  said  reference;  but  no  claim  was  made ' before  bn 
for  any  compensation  in  damages  for  such  dismissal,  except 
or  beyond  a  claim  for  the  amount  of  wages  or  salary  seem* 
ing  up  to  the  27th  of  October,  1827,  being  the  dsy  oa 
which  the  said  writ  in  the  said  action  was  served,  except  so 
far  as  the  counts  in  the  declaration  above  set  forth,  and  the 
evidence  of  the  said   employment  and   dismissal,  might 
amount  to  such  a  claim;  and  Mr.  Talfaurd,  in  assessing 
the  said  damages,  made  no  allowance  for  any  such  coin- 
pensation  in  damages  aforesaid,  but  assessed  the  ssrae  as 
the  amount  of  wages  or  salary  accruing  up  to  the  said  27th 
of  October,  and  on  no  other  account  whatsoever/'    It  was 
further  found  by  Mr.  Malkin,  that  the  declaration  in  the 
present  action  was  filed  after   the   payment  of  the  ssid 
damages  and  costs  in  the  former  action,  that  is  to  say,  oa 
the  18th  of  November,  1828;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
cause  of  action  in  this  cause  against  the  said  defendants  in 
the  same,  except  upon  account  of  his  said  dismissal  by  the 
said  proprietors,  and  of  their  failure  to  employ  him  as 
aforesaid  until  the  end  of  the  said  year.     And  upon  these 
facts,  BO  found  by  him  for  the  opinion  of  the  Coart  as 
aforesaid,  he  awarded  and  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  bad 
good  cause  of  action  in  this  cause  against  the  said  J.  Mtarrajf, 
unless  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  pro- 
ceedings in  the  said  cause,  wherein  the  said  J.  Dunn  was 
plaintiff,  and  the  said  IV.  J.  Stewart,  J.  Murray,  and  W. 
Mudford,  were  defendants,    and  the  said  reference  and 
award  so  made  in  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  pay- 
ment of  the  said  damages  and  costs  so  awarded  in  the  same, 
were  a  bar  to  the  recovery  of  the  said  J.  Dunn  in  this 
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actiMi.  And  if  tbe  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
Mid  ptoceedings,  reference,  award,  and  payment  were  no 
iMnr  to  the  recovery  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  then  he 
a«rarded  that  a  verdict  sboald  be  entered  for  tbe  plaintiff  in 
the  same  for  5%L  Uk.  dami^eei  and  40s.  costs ;  and  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  proceedings,  re* 
fsrenee,  award,  and  payment  were  a  bar  to  the  recovery  of 
tbe  ptaintiff  b  this  action,  then  he  awarded  that  a  verdict 
be  entered  for  tbe  said  J.  Murray  in  the  same.  A 
nisi  having  been  obtained  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  ML  I  Of.  damages,  and  40f,  costs,  pursuant  to 
tbe  award, 

/I  Pdhek  and  R.  V.  Rkhards,  on  a  former  day  in  this 

term,  showed  cause.     The  claim  set  up  in  the  present 

action  was  a  matter  of  difference  in  the  former  action,  and 

was  within   tbe  scope  of  that  reference.    The  plaintiff 

having  under  the  former  award  recovered  upon  a  count 

adapled  to  let  in  the  whole  amount  of  his  present  claim, 

is  concluded,  and  cannot  be  allowed  to  recover  in  a  fresh 

action  arising  out  of  the  same  subject-matter.     There  are 

iwo  authorities  expressly  in  point.     In  Smiik  v.  Jokman  {a) 

disputea  existing  lietween  the  master  and  owner  of  a  ship, 

touching  tbe  ship's  accounts  on  a  certain  voyage,  they  re- 

fcfred  all  actions  and  causes  of  action  to  arbitrators^  wbo 

awarded  a  balance  to  be  paid  by  tbe  owner  to  tbe  master. 

It  was  held,  upon  a  rule  for  an  attachinent  for  non-payment 

of  tbe  sum  awarded,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the 

owner  to  claim  a  deduction  of  a  certain  sum,  the  price  and 

piwceeds  of  certain  goods  shipped  on  their  joint  account, 

the  whole  of  which  had  been  paid  by  the  owner  in  the  first 

imftaaccw  on  the  ground  that  such  particular  adventure 

fomed  no  part  of  the  disputes  between  them,  and  had  not 

been  submitted  to,  nor  taken  into  consideration  by  the  arbi- 

tralors ;  because  it  was  within  the  scope  of  the  reference, 

the  object  of  which  was  to  make  a  final  settlement  be- 

(a)  15  East,  213. 
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1889.  tween  the  parties,  and  it  was  the  owner's  own  fault  if  he 
kept  back  that  item  of  the  account.  So,  in  William  v. 
Lord  Bagot  {a),  where  the  plaintiff  sued  bis  steward  in  ao 
inferior  Court  for  4000/.,  which  was  a  less  sum  than  be  knew 
to  be  due  to  him  upon  a  final  investigation  of  the  defend- 
ant's accounts  ;  and,  upon  judgment  by  default;  verified  for 
3400/.,  it  was  held,  upon  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered,  in 
answer  to  a  second  action  in  this  Court  for  the  balance 
due,  that  the  plaintiff  was  concluded  by  the  action  brought 
in  the  inferior  Court.  So  here  it  must  be  taken  that  the 
first  award  was  made  with  reference  to  all  the  matters  in 
difference  then  referred.  Ilambleton  v.  Feere(4),  which 
may  perhaps  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  is  a  very  different 
case.  There,  the  action  was  in  tort ;  the  respective  rights 
of  the  master  and  apprentice  had  never  been  extinguished ; 
and  the  roaster,  after  recovering  damages,  was  still  entitled 
to  the  service  of  the  apprentice.  Here,  the  contract  was 
dissolved,  and  the  defendant  could  not  afterwards  have 
called  upon  the  plaintiff  to  resume  the  performance  of  his 
duties  for  the  remainder  of  the  year. 

Campbell  and  l^omlinson,  contrd.  The  case  of  Lord 
Bagot  V.  Williams  (a)  has  no  application  to  the  present 
There,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  judgment  recovered  in  re- 
spect of  the  same  cause  of  action,  upon  which  issue  was 
joined,  and  found  against  the  plaintiff;  here,  the  general 
issue  only  was  pleaded.  In  this  case,  therefore,  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  in  the  se- 
cond action  damages  for  the  same  cause  of  action  for  which 
he  might  have  recovered  in  the  first  action.  The  question 
now  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has,  in  fact,  received  compen- 
sation to  the  full  extent  of  his  claim ;  and  if  it  appear  that 
he  has  not,  he  is  clearly  entitled  to  recover  in  the  present 
action.  The  award  upon  the  reference  of  the  former 
action,   not    being  pleaded,   is    no   estoppel;     Vooght  v. 

(fl)  5  D.  &  R.  87 ;  8  B.  &  C.  235.  (b)  2  Saund.  169. 
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Winch  (a),  where  it  was  decided,  that  a  verdict  obtained  by  ^829. 
the  defendant  in  a  former  action,  and  which,  if  pleaded  in 
bar,  would  be  an  estoppel,  when  given  in  evidence  iind^r 
the  general  issue,  is  not  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff,  but 
only  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  (6).  Now  here  there  is  no 
ground  for  presuming  that  the  arbitrator,  upon  the  first 
reference,  took  the  special  count  at  all  into  his  consider* 
ation;  it  may  not  have  been  proved  to  his  satisfaction: 
and  be  expressly  states  in  his  award  that  no  claim  was 
made  upon  it.  There  is  little  doubt,  indeed,  that  the  arbi- 
trator, in  fact,  proceeded  only  upon  the  geueral  indebitatus 
county  under  which  the  amount  of  wages  or  salary  due  for 
the  by-gone  time  was  recoverable,  the  plaintiff'  having  offered 
to  continue  his  services  to  the  end  of  the  year;  Gandell  v. 
P<mtign}/(c\  Eardlejf  v.  Price  (d).  But  under  that  count 
no  more  than  the  amount  of  salary  due  for  by-gone  services 
could  be  recovered ;  the  former  recovery,  therefore,  is  no 
bar  to  the  present  action.  The  first  reference  was  not  of 
all  matters  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  but  only  of  all 
matters  in  dispute  in  that  cause;  and  an  award  does  not  in 
every  case  operate  as  a  bar  to  any  future  proceedings 
between  the  parties ;  for  it  has  been  decided,  that  although 
all  matters  in  difference  be  referred,  yet  it  is  competent  to 
a  party  to  shew  that  a  particular  difference  did  not  exist  at 
the  time  of  the  reference,  or  was  not  brought  under  the 
notice  of  the  arbitrator;  and  in  respect  of  such  difference 
the  party  may  sue.  Caldwell  on  Arbitration  (e),  Ravee  v. 
Farmer  (/),  Golightly  v.  Jellicoe  (g). 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  of  their  judgment; 
which  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — This  was  a  case  stated  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  by  a  gentleman  at  the  bar,  to  whom 

(a)  4  B.  &  A.  662.  (d)  2  New  Rep.  333. 

(6)  As  to  the  conclusiveness  of         («)  13?,  201. 
a  colonial  judgment,  see  an/f,  ii.         (/)  4  T.  R.  146. 
581,  (a).  (g)  4T.R.  147,  n, 

(c)  4  Campb.  375. 

VOL,  IV.  P  P 
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1979.  ibe  cause  had  been  referred.  Tbe  action  was  for  wages 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  upon  a  contract  for  his  services  for 
a  year,  commencing  on  the  Sd  of  February,  1827.  It  is 
found  that  he  was  discharged  on  the  4th  of  August,  1827» 
without  any  just  cause,  and  that  he  afterwards  brought  an 
action  against  the  present  defendant  and  certain  other  per- 
sons, joint  parties  to  the  contract,  declaring  generally  for 
wages,  and  specially  for  damages  on  account  of  being  dis- 
charged from  the  service.  All  matters  in  difference  in  that 
cause  were  referred ;  and  the  arbitrator  in  the  present  case 
has  found  that  the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff  from  tbe  service 
was  proved  in  the  former  case,  but  that  no  claim  was  then 
made  for  any  compensation  in  damages  for  such  dismissal, 
except  or  beyond  a  claim  for  the  amount  of  wages  or  salary 
accruing  up  to  the  27th  of  October,  1827,  being  the  day  on 
which  the  writ  in  that  action  was  served,  except  so  far  as 
the  counts  in  the  declaration,  and  the  evidence  of  the  em- 
ployment and  dismissal,  may  amount  to  such  claim.  Now 
it  is  certain  that  the  present  claim  might  have  been  brought 
before  the  arbitrator  upon  that  occasion ;  and  in  the  case 
of  Smith  V.  Johnson  {a).  Lord  Ellenborough  lays  it  down, 
that  where  all  matters  in  difference  are  referred,  the  party, 
as  to  every  matter  included  within  the  scope  of  such  refe- 
rence, ought  to  come  forward  with  the  whole  of  hb  case. 
So  here,  the  present  claim  was  within  the  scope  of  the 
former  reference,  for  it  arose  out  of  the  dismissal ;  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  bring  it  before  the  arbitrator,  if 
he  meant  to  insist  on  it  as  a  matter  in  difference;  and  not 
having  done  so,  he  cannot  now  make  it  the  subject-matter 
of  a  frehh  action.  The  rule  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  15  East,  9 IS. 
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Leigh  v.  Hind.  ^-^v^^ 

Declaration  indebt>  stating,  that.by  indenture  of  in  a  covenant 

assignment  of  17th  of  December,  1827,  defendant,  for  the  p^tHc  bousJ" 

consideration  of  2550/.  paid  to  him  by  plaintiff,  assigned  8cc.  within  half  a 

to  plaintiff  an  indenture  of  lease  in  the  indenture  of  assign-  titular  spot, 

ment  mentioned,  and  also  a  messuage,  &c.,  being  a  public  ^^^  distance 

house  called   the  Black  Lion,  in  Bishopsgate   Street,  to  mated  by  ihe 

hold  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  21  years;  that  defendant,  nearest  mode 

•^  '  'of  access  at 

by  this  indenture,  covenanted  with  plaintiff;  that  in  case  the  time  of  the 

he,  defendant,  should  at  any  time  thereafter,  during  the  con-  i^^^^Xent^ 

tinuance  of  the  term  by  the  lease  granted,  (provided  plaintiff  den,  C.  J.,  and 

should  then  occupy  the  premises  thereby  assigned,  and  be  or  as  the  crow 

carrying  on  the  business  of  a  victualler  therein,)  keep  any  p^^Nj* j 

licensed  victualling  house,  or  use,  or  exercise,  or  be  in  any 

manner  concerned,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  business 

of  a  victualler,  within  the  distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the 

premises  thereby  assigned,  then  he,  defendant,  his  execu« 

tors  &c.,  should,  within  14  days  after  demand  made,  repay 

to  plaintiff,  his  executors  ?cc.,  1000/.,  parcel  of  the  said 

£550/. ;  that  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the  assignment,  entered 

upon  the  premises,  and  became  possessed  thereof  for  the 

term  assigned,  and  performed  the  covenants  contained  in 

the  lease;  but  that  defendant  kept  a  victualling  house,  and 

exercised,  and  was  concerned  in,  the  business  of  a  victualler, 

within  the  distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the  premises  assigned; 

and  that  plaintiff  thereupon  demanded  of  defendant  to  repay 

him  1000/.,  which  defendant  refused  to  do.     Plea,  that 

defendant  did  not  keep  a  licensed  victualling  house  within 

ike  distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the  premises  assigned*   Issue 

thereon.     At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  at  the 

London  adjourned  sittings  after  Hilary  term,  1829,  a  verdict 

was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  1000/.,  subject  to  the  award 

of  a  gentleman  at  the  bar,  who  was  to  ascertain  the  distance 

between  the  Black  Lion,  in  Bishopsgate  Street,  and  the 

Southwark  Bridge  Tavern,  in  Queen  Street,  the  latter  being 

aa  liceuied  victualling  house  kept  by  the  defendant;  and 

p  p  2 
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who  was  to  state  upon  the  face  of  his  award  the  diiferent 
admeasurements  taken  under  his  direction,  and  the  mode 
of  taking  them.    The  arbitrator  stated  in  his  awafd,  that 
he  had  caused  three  different  admeasurements  to  be  takeo; 
one  pursuing  the  course  of  a  person  going  out  of  the  door- 
way of  the  Black  Lioui  and  continuing  for  the  most  part 
along  the  foot  pavement^  but  occasionally  deviating  there- 
from into  the  carriage-way^  and  entering  the  door^way  of 
the  Southwark  Bridge  Tavern ;  another  being  the  course 
of  a  person  going  out  of  the  door-way  of  the  Black  Lion, 
at  right  angles  to  the  same,  to  a  spot  in  the  carnage-way 
distant  two  feet  and  nine  inches  from  the  cnrb-stooe,  and 
proceeding  along  the  carriage-way,  in  the  nearest  direction 
a  carriage  could  take,  to  a  spot  also  distant  two  feet  nine 
inches  from  the  curb-stone,  opposite  to  one  of  the  door- 
posts of  the  Southwark  Bridge  Tavem»  and  passing  from 
such  last-mentioned  spot  to  the  curb-stone,  and  thence  to 
the  door-way  of  the  said  tavern,  by  walking  across  the  fool 
pavement^  in  a  direction  slightly  inclining  to  the  left  haod^ 
and  a  third  measured  from  the  centre  of  the  door-way  of 
the  Black  Lion  to  the  centre  of  the  door*way  of  the  South- 
wark Bridge  Tavern,  along  the  foot  pavement  and  crossings 
for  foot  passengers.     The  arbitrator  then  adjudged  the  di»> 
tance  between  the  Black  JmXou  and  the  Southwark  Bridge 
Tavern  to  be,  according  to  the  admeasurement  first  niei»- 
tioned,  2627  feet  and  one  inch ;  and  according  to  the  ad- 
tnQasurement  secondly  mentioned,  to  be  2638  (tet;  sad 
according  to  the  admeasurement  lastly  meotioiiedj  to  be 
£693  feet;  and  he  determined  the  Southwark  Bridge Tavem 
to  be  within  half  a  mile  from  the  Black  Lion^  and  the  dis- 
tance, by  the  nearest  mode  of  access,  between  the  two,  to 
be  less  than  half  a  mile.    The  arbitrator  then  awarded,  that 
the  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff  should  stand.    Anile 
nisi  for  setting  aside  the  award  having  been  obtained, 

Gurnet/  and  Paltesnn  now  shewed  cause.     Thedefendaat 
covenanted  that  he  woul{]  not  -keep.  a.  public  house  witliio 
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the  distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the  Black  Lion.  The 
award  finds  that  the  public  house  kept  by  the  defendant  la 
Mfithin  that  distance  from  the  Black  Lion;  finding  in  terms, 
therefore,  that  the  defendant  has  committed  a  breach  of  his 
covenant.  If  the  defendant  intended  the  distance  to  be 
calculated  by  any  other  than  the  shortest  mode  of  passage^ 
be  should  have  provided  for  that  in  his  covenant.  The 
arbitrator^  construing  the  words  of  the  covenant  as  they 
ought  to  be  construed,  according  to  their  plain  and  ordinary 
import,  has  found  that  the  distance,  by  the  shortest  mode 
of  passage  between  the  two  houses,  is  less  than  half  a  mile, 
and  therefore  that  the  defendant  has  broken  the  covenant. 
That  finding  is  right,  and  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Scarlett,  A.  G.,  and  Chitty,  contrsL  The  covenant  should 
be  construed  according  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  to  be 
collected  from  the  whole  of  the  instrument.  That  intent 
clearly  was  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  interfering  with 
the  customers  who  frequented  the  house  assigned  by  him 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  distance,  therefore,  should  be  calcu- 
lated, not  by  the  nearest  linCi  or,  in  common  parlance,  as 
the  crow  flies  (41),  but  by  that  line  which  persons  in  general 
frequenting  such  houses  would  take  in  going  from  one  to 
the  other.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  walled  town,  one  house 
within  and  the  other  without  the  wall,  exactly  opposite. 
As  the  crow  flies,  the  distance  would  be  only  a  few  feet, 
but  by  the  actual  course  a  passenger  would  be  obliged  to 
take,  it  might  be  half  a  mile,  or  more.  The  usual  mode 
of  access  is  that  which  the  parties  to  this  covenant  contem- 
plated ;  and  persons  frequenting  a  public  house  would  use 
the  foot  pavement  only,  and  not  the  carriage-way.  It  was 
held  in  Woods  v.  Dennett  (6).  that  in  the  construction  of  an 
engagement  not  to  open  a  shop  within  a  mile  of  a  certain 
spot^  the  shortest  way  of  access  by  the  footpath  should  be 

(a)  The  award  seems  to  assume  of  wliich  there  would  be  no  prac- 

that  the  parties  had  not  meant  to  ticable  mode  of  nscertatning. 
contract  with  reference  to  a  mathe-  (6)  3  Surk.  K.  P.  C.  89L 

maticaJ  right  line,  the  termination  • 
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1889.  taken.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  In  this  case  a  person  could 
not  by  possibility  go  from  one  house  to  the  other  entirely 
by  the  footpath ;  he  must  necessarily  cross  the  carriage* 
way  occasionally.]  Still  the  distance  should  be  taken  bj 
the  shortest  way  of  access  along  the  footpath,  where  there 
is  a  footpath,  and  by  the  usual  crossings  for  passengers, 
where  it  is  necessary  to  cross  the  carriage-way.  That  was 
the  third  mode  of  admeasurement  taken  in  this  case,  and 
by  that  mode  the  distance  exceeds  half  a  mile.  Covenaats 
of  this  nature,  being  in  restraint  of  trade,  are  not  to  be 
favoured:  CruUwell  v.  Lye  (a),  Bozon  v.  Farlowijb). 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — The  arbitrator,  after  describ* 
ing  in  his  award  the  three  different  admeasurements  which 
he  had  caused  to  be  taken,  and  stating  the  number  of  feet 
by  each  way,  has  awarded  that  the  Southwark  Bridge 
Tavern  is  within  half  a  mile  of  the  Black  Lion,  and  liiat 
the  distance,  by  the  nearest  mode  of  access  between  the 
two,  is  less  than  half  a  mile.  Now  unless  the  nearest 
mode  of  access  be  taken,  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  other 
mode  should  be  taken.  If  we  depart  from  it  a  little  in  this 
case,  we  may  be  called  upon  to  depart  from  it  still  more 
in  another;  and  the  consequence  will  be,  that  there  will  be 
no  certain  rule  applicable  to  the  subject.  I  think  the  dis* 
tance  must  be  measured  by  the  nearest  mode  of  access,  aod 
that  this  must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  On  this  short  ground  I  am  of  opinion  that  tbe 
award  is  right. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.  (c) — I  take  the  proper  principle  of  ad* 
measurenoent  in  cases  of  this  sort  to  be,  to  measure  by  the 
nearest  mode  of  access,  according  to  the  existing  state  of 
the  streets.  If  the  distance*between  the  two  houses  io  this 
case  had  been  originally  more  than  half  a  mile,  accordiog 
to  that  principle,  and  a  new  street  had  been  afterwards 
opened  which  rendered  the  distance  between  them,  accord- 

(o)  17  Ves.  335.  (c)  Bayley^  J.,  was  absent 

{h)  1  Meriv.  459. 
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iDg  to  that  principle^  less  than  half  a  mile,  and  the  defend- 
ant had  continued  to  occupy  the  Southwark  Bridge  Tavern^ 
under  these  circumstances,  I  think  he  would  have  been 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  covenant. 

Parke,  J.-^It  seems  to  me  that  the  right  mode  of  mea- 
suring the  distance,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  is  to  take  a 
straight  line  from  house  to  house,  in  common  parlance,  to 
take  the  distance  as  the  crow  flies.  Here  the  defendant 
covenanted  uot  to  keep  a  public  house  within  half  a  mile 
of  that  of  the  plaintiff.  The  plain  and  ordinary  meaning  of 
those  words  is,  the  actual  distance ;  and  I  think  we  ought 
so  to  construe  them,  unless  we  find  something  in  the 
context  shewing  that  they  were  intended  to  be  used  in  a 
different  sense.  Now  there  is  nothing  in  the  context  which 
shews  any  such  intention.  It  is  clear  that  neither  of  these 
parties  contemplated  that  the  customers  of  the  one  public 
bouse  should  go  from  that  to  the  other.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  distance  between  them  should  have  been 
calculated  without  any  reference  to  different  modes  of  com- 
munication. It  was  probably  deemed  unnecessai^,  in  the 
case  of  Woods  v.  Dennett  {a),  to  contend  for  this  mode  of 
admeasurement  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  because  it  was 
conceived  that  there  was  a  good  cause  of  action,  even 
adopting  a  different  mode  of  admeasurement.  But,  at  any 
rate,  that  particular  point  was  not  pressed  upon  Lord 
Ellenborough'8  notice;  therefore  his  ruling  in  that  case 
cannot  be  considered  as  an  authority  against  the  construc- 
tion which  I  am  now  suggesting,  and  which  appears  to  me 
to  be  the  right  one.  But  even  if  I  am  wrong  in  considering 
this  the  proper  mode  of  construing  the  agreement,  I  stijl 
think  the  rule  to  be  clear,  that  the  proper  line  would  be  the 
shortest  which  a  person  would  be  likely  to  take,  who  in« 
tended  to  make  the  best  of  his  way  from  the  one  house  to 
the  other :  that  is,  using  the  foot  pavement  where  there  was 
one,  and  where  it  was  most  convenient  to  use  it,  and  the 

(a)  aSurk.  N.P.C.  89. 
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1899.  carriage-way  either  where  there  was  no  foot  |pa?eiiieiit»  or 
it  would  be  most  convenieDt  to  deviate  from  it.  Here  4lie 
arbitrator  has  awarded,  that,  according  to  that  mode  of 
taking  the  distance,  the  house  kept  by  the  defendaot  is 
within  the  distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the  house  assigned 
-by  him  to  the  plaintiff.  In  any  view  of  the-case»  therefore, 
I  aoD  clearly  ofopinion  that  the  award  is  right,  and  that  the 
jfule  for  setting  it  aside  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Phillips,  Assignee,  8cc.  v.  Dance. 

Where  a  spe-  1  HIS  was  a  special  jury  cause,  and  the  plaintiff  had  ea^t' 
\lnotlned^^  "*^  ^^  record  down  for  trial  \  but  a  <uU  special  jury  not 
because  nei-  appearing,  neither  party  prayed  a  tales,  and  the  ^use  was 
prays  a  tales,    ^^^  tried.     The  plaintiff  never  took  any  further  proceedings. 

the  defendant  '  Xbe  defendant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  iudcment  as  in  case 
cannot  have         ^  ,  .  ,  ,.     ,  *  ,       •  r 

judgment  as  in  of  a  nonsuit»  which  was  discharged  npon  production  of  an 

case  of  a  non-  affidavit  disclosing  the  facto  above  stated.     Tlie  defendant 

suit,  or  try  f 

the  cause  by     then  took  out  a  side  bar  rule  for  trial  by  proviso;  and  tbe 

proviso.  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  nisi  foi  setting  aside  that  rule. 

Chitiy  sbewed  cause.  No  reason  can  be  suggested  wl^ 
tbe  defendant  should  not  be  allowed  to  try  by  proviso.  He 
cannot  obtain  judgipeni  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  he  has 
nootlier  remedy.  The  action  ought  tiot  to  be  permitted 
to  hang  over  has  head  tut  infimtum,  which  will  be  the  case 
if  this  rule  be  made  absolute.  If  the  plaintiff  do  not 
chuse  to  carry  down  the  record  again,  at  least  he  should 
permit  tbe  defendant  to  do  so. 

BarstoWf  conlitL.  The  reason  why  the  defendant  cnmot 
be  allowed  to  try  by  proviso  is,  that  he  has  already  bad  one 
opportunity  of  trying  the  cause,  which  he  lost  by  refuting 
to  pray  a  tales.  A  defendant  has  no  right  to  call  upon  a 
plaintiff  to  give  bim  more  than  one  opportunity  of  trying 
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the  cause.  The  defendant  must  always  be  prepared;  the 
plaiotiff  may  try  when  he  pleases,  subject  always  to  the 
being  forced  on  by  certain  rules  to  give  the  defendant  one 
opportunity  to  try.  The  rule  for  a  trial  by  proviso  assumes 
that  the  plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  default,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  never  had  an  opportunity  to  try»  for  it  runs  in 
these  words:  *'  Let  there  be  a  record  of  Nisi  Prius  by 
proviso,  if  the  plaintiff  shall  'have  made  default."  Here, 
the  plaintiff  has  made  no  default ;  for  he  carried  the  record 
down  for  trial  once,  and  gave  the  defendant  the  opportunity 
of  trying  the.  cause  if  he  would.  Jenkins  v.  Purcell{a) 
seems  in  point.  There,  while  the  jury  were  being  sworn, 
the  defendant's  counsel  called  for  the  record,  and  finding  a 
mistake  in  ]t>  said  they  would  make  no  defence.  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  upon  this,  in  order  to  avoid  a  nonsuit 
and  to  save  the  costs,  refused  to  pray  a  tales;  and  though 
twelve  had  been  sworn,  yet,  there  having  been  no  actual 
prayer  of  a  tales,  the  cause  was  suffered  to  remain  for  want 
of  jurors.  That  case  occurred  two  years  before  the  passing 
of  the  statute,  14  Geo.  9,,  c.  17,  which  gives  the  defendant 
no  advantage  in  this  respect;  it  merely  provides,  that  where 
the  plaintiflf  has  made  default,  the  Court  may  give  the  like 
judgment  for  the  defendant  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 

Per  Curiam. — Where  neither  party  prays  a  tales,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  has  made  default;  and  in 
such  a  case  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  try  the  cause  by 
proviso. 

Rule  absolute. 

(o)  3  Stra.  707. 
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SuRTEEs  and  another.  Assignees,  &€.  r.  Ellison. 
Hevvson  v.  Heard. 

Neither  a  trad-  ThE  first  of  the  above  cases  was  assumpsit  for  moDey 
ceased,  nor  an  had  and  received  by  the  late  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Dor- 
act  of  bank-  [jgjjj  jQ  ^i^g  ygg  ^f  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  after  the 
ruptcT  com-  ^  .... 

mitted,  before   bankruptcy.     Plea,  non  assumpsit;  with  notice  to  dispute 

tin^rupTOrt  ^  the  trading  and  the  aCt  of  bankruptcy.  At  the  trial  before 
commission  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall  after 
SepL  1,1895.  Trinity  term,  1828,  the  following  facts  appeared;— The 
bankrupt  ceased  to  be  a  trader  in  1 823,  being  then  indebted 
to  the  petitioning  creditor  in  100/.  An  act  of  bankruptcy 
was  committed  in  1827»  after  which  the  sheriff  seized  and 
sold  under  a  fi.  fa.  It  was  contended,  that  the  trading,  beiif 
prior  to  the  passing  of  6  Geo,  4,  c.  16,  would  not  support 
the  commission.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  A  rule  nisi  having  beea 
obtained, 

Scarlett,  A.  G.,  Alderson,  and  C.  Cresswell^  now  shewed 
cause.  Provided  the  bankrupt  were  a  trader  at  the  time  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt  accrued,  it  is  immaterial  whether 
he  carry  on  trade  at  the  period  of  the  act  of  bankroptcj. 
Bamford  ex  parte  (a).  It  is  sufficient  if  the  plaintiff  make 
out  an  act  of  bankruptcy  after  the  present  statute  caoie  ioto 
operation.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  trading  should  be 
after  the  act.  [Lord  Tenterden^  C.  J.  The  language  of 
th^  statute  is,  **  that  if  any  mch  trader  depart  this  realm, 
8cc."]  In  an  anonymous  case  in  Ventris  (^),  it  is  said, "  if  a 
tradesman  contracts  debts  and  gives  over  trading,  be  may 
afterwards  be  a  bankrupt  in  respect  of  the  debts  contracted 
before;  and  so  it  was  said  to  be  ruled  in  Sir  Job  Harvey* s 
case.''  A  party  does  not  cease  to  trade  until  all  the  debts 
contracted  in  trade  are  paid  off.  Bamford  ex  parte  can  be 
supported  only  on  that  principle.     A  man  cannot  get  rid 

(a)  15  Vesey,  449.  (h)  1  Ventr.  5. 
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of  his  liability  to  be  made  a  bankrupt  merely  by  ceasing  to 
contract  new  debts  in  the  same  capacity.  After  the  passing 
of  the  statute,  the  bankrupt  remained  in  the  same  state  as 
before.  It  was  not  intended  to  exempt  a  trader  from  the 
liability  to  be  called  upon  for  payment  in  the  manner  in 
which  he  was  liable  to  be  called  upon  before,  in  Maggsv, 
Hunt  {a),  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  before  the  statute. 
Now  the  act  of  bankruptcy  had  not  any  continuance,  whereas 
trading  is  a  continuing  act.  [Bayley,  J.  I  do  not  think  that 
Bamford  ex  parte  shews  that  the  bankrupt  must  be  consi* 
dered  as  still  a  trader  seeking  his  living,  &c.,  but  merely 
that  discontinuing  trade  did  not  deprive  the  creditor  of  his 
remedy  of  obtaining  payment  through  a  commission  of 
bankrupt.  Parke,  J.  The  Chancellor  does  not  say  that 
it  is  to  be  considered  as  a  continuing  trading  by  reason 
of  his  not  paying  his  creditors.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 
There  is  a  slight  difference  in  the  wording  of  the  statutes. 
In  the  present  act  the  words  are^  "  who  now  uses,  or  who 
hereafter  shall  use."]  There  was  a  constructive  trading 
after  the  act  as  much  as  before.  None  of  the  statutes 
contain  any  express  provision  relating  to  time  past.  The 
words  "  using  trade"  must  be  construed  to  mean  '*  using 
trade  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,"  which  shews 
that  the  decision  in  Bamford  ex  parte  must  have  pro* 
ceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  trading  was  continued  until 
the  debts  were  paid.  In  Meggot  v.  Milk  {b\  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holt  says^  "  though  a  man  quit  his  trade,  yet  he 
may  be  a  bankrupt  for  the  debts  that  he  owed  before ;  and 
though  a  man  who  has  become  creditor  to  him  after  the 
quitting  of  bis  trade  cannot  sue  out  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt, this  new  creditor  shall  be  admitted  to  have  a  share  of 
the  bankrupt's  estate."  [Bayley,  J.  And  yet,  according  to 
the  argument  now  used,  the  bankrupt  was  a  trader  when 
the  second  debt  was  contracted.]  He  continued  a  trader 
quoad  the  prior  creditor.  In  Lee  v.  Lopez  (c),  it  was  held 
that  a  commission  of  bankrupt  was  not  an  execution  within 
8  Anne,  c.  14. 
(a)  4  Bingh.  212.  (A)  1  Ld.  Rnyin.  286.        («)  15  East,  250. 
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CASES  IN  THE  KIKG'S  BE3«:H, 

Brougham  and  Ckitly,  conti^,  were  stopped  by  Ae  Courts 
who  DOW  ordered  the  second  case  {Hewson  ▼.  Heard)  to  be 
called  on.  In  that  case  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  sufferiog 
of  the  trader's  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution*  had  been 
committed  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  At  the  trial 
before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  his  lordship  was  of  opini<»i 
that  the  case  was  not  within  the  act*  H  Geo»  4,  c.  l6. 


Chitty  now  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  for  entering  a 
nonsuit.  The  ISOth  section  must  be  construed  as  repell- 
ing 5  Geo.  4,  c.  98,  only  from  the  time  when  the  neir  act 
came  into  operation.  It  is  nonsense  as  it  stands.  [Lord 
Tenterden,  C.J.  That  construction  is  contrary  to  Moggsv. 
Hunt.-] 


Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — When  an  act  of  parliameot  is 
repealed,  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  it  had  never  eiisted, 
except  with  reference  to  such  parts  as  are  saved  by  the 
repealing  statute.  We  are  not  at  liberty  to  break  in  opoa 
this  rule,  by  indulging  any  views  of  our  own,  and  we  cannot 
find  any  intention  manifested.  We  must  look  at  Uiis  act 
as  if  it  had  been  the  first  legislative  provision  on  the  subject 
of  bankruptcy,  and  it  is  impossible  to  see  a  sufficient  trading 
and  act  of  bankruptcy  in  Surtees  v.  EUison.  Upon  the  same 
principle,  that  no  good  act  of  bankruptcy  is  shewn  in  Hewaim 
V.  Heard,  we  must  say  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absoltiie* 
It  is  very  unfortunate  that  an  act  of  so  much  importance 
should  have  been  framed  %vtth  so  little  care.  It  is  com'* 
monly  said  that  a  will  is  to  receive  a  favourable  construe-^ 
tion,  on  the  ground  that  the  testator  is  presumed  to  be 
inop$  consiliu  Of  the  legislature  it  may  be  said,  that  it  is 
imtkas  inter  opes,  inops. 

Bayley,  J. — The  former  acts  became  silent  in  Septem- 
ber, 1825.  The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  began  to  speak  on  the  1st 
of  September,  except  that,  by  the  ld6lk  section,  the  repeal 
of  5  Geo.  4,  c.  98,  and  the  regulations  in  6  Geo.  4,  c.  \6,  s» 
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to  certificates  of  conformity,  were  to  take  effect  from  the 
paflsiDg  of  the  latter  statute.  There  must  be  a  trading  and 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  after  the  1st  of  September,  1825.  It 
has  been  nrged,  that  in  Bamford  ex  parte,  and  Meggot  v. 
Milhfihe  trading  was  construed  to  be  carried  on,  as  respects 
the  creditors,  until  the  debts  were  discharged.  The  fair 
meaning  of  those  decisions  is,  that  the  party  remained  liable 
to  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  although  he  ceased  to  con- 
tinue a  trader.  In  Meggot  v.  Mills  it  is  assumed  that  the 
bankrupt  quitted  trade  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
committed.  I  do  not  think  that  this  shews  that  the  trade 
continued  for  any  purpose.  Here,  the  party  had  ceased  to 
have  any  thing  to  do  with  trade  when  the  present  bankrupt 
act  passed. 
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LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
the  cases  cited,  the  same  bankrupt  law  continued,  and  the 
only  question  was,  in  what  manner  that  law  should  be 
administered. 


Parke,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  ques- 
tion is,  whetlier  this  case  comes  within  two  sections  of  the 
present  bankrupt  act,  the  second  and  the  third.  It  is  con- 
tended that  it  does,  because  the  trading  continued.  It  was 
not  so  laid  down  in  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to 
to  establish  this  position.  They  only  shew  that  the  trading 
and  the  act  of  bankruptcy  need  not  be  contemporaneous. 

In  Hewson  v.  Heard,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  being  before 
the  late  act,  it  is  clear  that  the  commission  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

Rule  absolute  in  each  case. 
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Carr,  Gent,  one,  8cc.  v.  Stephens,  Gent,  one,  &c. 

C  having  re-     ASSU  MPSIT,  by  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable 
ceived  rents  .        ,  .     .  a<  i  •         >  •  i  •  i    i 

for  the  sepa      ^  ^"6  piaintiif,  or  his  orders  against  the  acceptor,  withibe 

rate  use  of  B.,  money  counts.  Plea,  non  assumpsit;  under  which  40/.6s.&/. 
the  wife  of  ^.  .  *      i  .  ,  ,    i.        t       «  rtf  , 

accepts,  with-    was  paid  into  Court.     At  the  trial  before  JLord  lenierdeff, 

abUl  drawn  If'  C.  J„  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  Trinity  term  last, 

!>.,  a  creditor   the  following  facts  appeared: — Mrs,  Hodder,  the  wife  of 

to  D.  oro^iSer*  Captain  Hodder,  was  the  equitable  devisee  of  a  real  estate, 

Before  the  bill  of  which  the  defendant  had  been  appointed  receiver  under 
becomes  due,  ,  .  •  .      ,*  it  .  •  i        «# 

A.  and  fi.  re-    ^'^  order  which  directed  the  money  to  be  paid  to  Mrs. 

quire  the  rents  Hodder.     The  plaintiff,  however,  afterwards  obtained  an 

to  be  paid  to  ,        . 

themselves.       order,  directing  the  payment  to  be  made  to  Captain  and 

Da  "his decern-  M^s.  i/brfrfer.     Upon  passing  the  defendant's  accounts  in 

ance  without     1826,  the  sum  of  300/.  was  found  to  be  in  his  hands.    At 

fromD^against  *'*'^  ^^^^  ^^^  plaintiff,  who  was  the  attorney  for  Captain  and 

the  ciainis  of    Mrs.  Hodder,  had  a  claim  against  the  former  for  149/.4*.  4d. 

A*  and  B.  . 

The  indemnity  for  money  lent;  and  he  had  a  claim  of  40/. 6s.  Sd.  against  the 

is  given,  but  C.  defendant,  for  business  done  for  him  as  receiver.    The  ac- 

pays  the  rents 

to  A.  and  B.     ceptance  in  question  was  given  by  the  direction  of  Captain 

be  liable^to  re-  ^^^^^9  ^^^  without  any  authority  from  Mrs.  Hodder,  for  the 

fund  upon  his    purpose  of  covering  these  two  sums;  and  Captain  Hodder^i 

he  cannot  sue  f^^^^ip^  for  the  149/.  45.  Ad.  was  then  shewn  to  the  defendant. 

C.  on  his  Before  the  acceptance  fell  due  Captain  and  Mrs.  Hodder 

acceptance. 

demanded  from  the  defendant  the  whole  300/.,  which  sum 

was  paid  to  them  by  the  defendant  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  present  action.  When  the  bill  became  due,  (be 
defendant  refused  to  pay  the  amount,  unless  the  phiintiff 
would  indemnify  him  against  the  claims  of  Captain  and  Mrs. 
Hodder.  The  following  letter  was  accordingly  written  bj 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant: 

*'  HODDER  r.  RUFFIN. 

Sir, — In  consequence  of  your  having  accepted  and  given 
me  your  bill  for  1B9A  l\s.,  which  includes  149/.  45.4c/.dae 
to  Captain  Hodder,  I  do  hereby  engage  to  indemnify  and 
keep  you  harmless  against  the  payment  of  that  sum  (say 
149/.  4s.  4^/.,  due  by  Captain  Hodder,)  to  me.     And  J  also 
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further  engage  to  indemoify  and  keep  you  harmless  agl^inst 
tbe  payment  of  any  other  sum  or  sums  of  money  that  you 
may  make  to  me  on  Captain  Hodder*8  account.  You  will 
oblige  me  much  by  making  up  the  account  of  the  Gilliug- 
ham  rents  due  to  Captain  Hodder,  as  I  shall  be  glad  to 
have  the  amount.'' 

The  defendant,  however,  afterwards  refused  to  pay  the 
bill;  and  brought  into  Courti  upon  the  money  counts,  the 
40/.  6s.  8J.  due  from  himself,  independently  of  the  bill.  The 
defendant  contended,  that  as  Mrs.  Hodder,  the  owner  of  the 
fund,  had  not  assented  to  the  drawing  or  accepting  of  the 
bill,  and  had  afterwards  required  the  money  to  be  paid  to 
her»  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the 
acceptance  was  not  binding.  Lord  Tenterden,  however,  was 
of  opinion  that  the  defendant  must  pay  the  bill,  and  after- 
wards resort  to  the  plaintiff  upon  his  indemnity.  A  rule 
nisi  having  been  obtained  by  Gurney  in  last  Michaelmas 
term  for  entering  a  nonsuit, 

Scarlett,  A.  G.,  and  Pattesoft,  now  shewed  cause.     The 
plaintiff  had  a  lien  upon  the  fund  for  his  advances.     This 
was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  defendant's  accept- 
ance.    There  was  no  evidence  of  any  dissent  on  the  part  of 
Mrs.  Hodder.     If  the  defendant  had  been  prepared  with 
the  money,  (which  he  ought  to  have  had  in  his  hands,)  he 
would  have  paid  the  plaintiff  in  cash,  instead  of  giving  him 
an  acceptance.     If  the  money  had  been  actually  paid,  the 
defendant  could  not  have  recovered  back  the  amount  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received;  and  if  not,  he  can  have 
no  defence  to  the  present  action.    If  a  party  having  accepted 
a  bill  afterwards  discovers  that  the  funds  in  his  hands  are  not 
applicable  to  the  discharge  of  the  bill,  this  may  be  a  good 
defence  to  an  action  brought  by  the  drawer;  but  here  the 
defendant  knows  the  circumstances,  and  obtains  an  indem- 
nity.    It  is  quite  clear  from  the  correspondence,  that  at  the 
time  the  defendant  accepted  this  bill,  he  was  fully  aware  of 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  had  been  drawn. 
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Gamey  and  i>.  PoUoek,  contri.  The  money  in  dieih* 
fendant^s  handi  arose  from  a  seldement  to  Ibe  uve  of  tiie 
wife;  and,  hy  an  ord'er  of  Court,  il  waa  to  be  paid  to  Ae 
wife,  though  the  plaintiff  afterwards  obtained  ati  order  for 
ks  being  paid  to  Captain  and  Mrs.  Hodder.  The  ptaiadff 
had  obtained  the  bill  by  misrepresentation.  The  aliendoo 
of  the  Court  was  not  drawn  to  the  terms  of  the  indemaitjr. 
if  the  money  had  been  paid|  it  would  have  been-  neoesMiry 
to  resort  to  a  cross-action  upon  the  indemnity*  .After  Ae 
bill  became  due,  and  whilst  the  payment  stood  over,  Mrsf 
Hbddtr  interposed.  The  plaintiff  had  been  advancing 
money  at  the  request  of  Captain  Hodder,  for  which  be 
obtained  his  receipt.  No  advance  was  made  by  the  p\«ii« 
tiff  at  the  time  the  bill  was  given.  It  was  accepted  upon  a 
prior  consideration.  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  It  was  ad- 
vanced with  a  view  of  being  paid  out  of  the  money  in  €bsn- 
eery.]  The  plaintiff  could  not  in  justice  claim  more  than 
was  in  the  defendant's  hands. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. — Upon  further  consideration 
I  agree  that  the  decision,  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  on 
this  bill,  proceeded  on  a  mistake.  Leaving  the  defendant 
to  sue  upon  his  indemnity  would  lead  only  to  circuity  of 
action.  It  is  possible  to  give  a  construction  to  the  letter, 
independently  of  recovery  on  the  bill  in  the  first  instance 
by  the  plaintiff.  The  bill  being  payable  to  order,  it  might 
be  necessary  to  resort  to  the  indemnity. 

BayleY)  J,,  and  Littledale,  J.,  concurred. 

Parke^  J.--The  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  back  from  the  plaintiff  under  the  indennity. 
To  hold,  thefeforei  that  the  present  action  is  maintainable, 
would  merely  introduce  circuity. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Buchanan  aod  others^  Assignees  of  Duff  and  Brown,      %^^ 
Bankrupts,  v.  Findlay  and  others. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  before  and  ^.  at  Liver- 
after  the  bankruptcy*      Plea,  non  assumpsit;    and  issue  billtoB. ia 

thereon.    At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  at  the  ]^'^^on,  with 

.   ,  ,  ,  directions  to 

sittiogs  at  Guildhall  in  Easter  term,  1827|  a  verdict  was  discount  it  and 

foand  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  J^^g^'to  C* 

upon  the  foUowing  case : — The  bankrupts  carried  on  busi-  and  apply  the 

oess  in  Liverpool  under  the  firm  of  Duff  void  Braton,  from  charce^of  a  *'* 

the  1st  of  January,  1822,  until  the  1st  of  February,  1826,  debtduetoB. 

.  ...  ,         .  ,  ,  ,  .  ,      .      from  ^.  and 

when  a  commission  issued  against  them,  under  which  the  D.  jointly.  B. 

plaintiffs  were  duly  appointed  assignees*    The  defendants  ^liidU  ^^'^^d 
carried  on  business  in  London  under  the  firm  of  Findlay,  but  received 
Bannatyne,  and  Co.,  for  several  years  prior  to  the  23d  J^hent^tL 
Jaouary,  1826,  on  which  day  they  suspended  their  pay*  came  due,  be- 
ment8«    The  bankrupts  and  the  defendant  Findlay  carried  time  A.  stop- 
on  business  at  Liverpool  under  the  firm  of  Duff,  Findlay,  P®^  5*^'^'^ 
aod  Co.  up  to  the  31st  December,  1821,  on  which  day  that  that  the  bill 
firm  was  dissolved,  and  the  bankrupts  began  to  trade  under  ™'^^!i^^'?' 
the  firm  of  Duff  ^nd  Brown,  the  defendants  being  then  il.  was  declar- 
under  acceptances  for  the  firm  of  Duff,  Findlay,  and  Co.,  before°the^^ 
and  for  their  accommodation,  to  the  amount  of  50,000/.  and  money  was 
upwards.    On  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  of  Duff,  Findlay,  bill.    The 
and  Co.,  it  was  agreed  between  the  partners  in  that  firm  and  ^^^  Pf^ 
the  defendants,  thatDif^and  £rot(;n should  continue  to  draw  bill  are  reco- 

bills  on  and  to  be  accepted  by  the  defendants  until  the  assets  ^«"?ble  »n  an 

'^  -^  action  for 

of  the  dissolved  firm  of  Duff,  Findlay,  and  Co.  could  be  money  had 

collected  to  retire  such  acceptances,  and  discharge  the  debts  Jl^thru^Tof 

of  that  firm.     Duffwkd  Brown  accordingly  drew  bills  from  ^^'^  assignees. 

time  to  time,  which  the  defendants  accepted*     On  the  23d 

of  January,  1826,  the  defendants  were  under  acceptances  to 

Dtf^and  Brown,  upon  bills  drawn  on  account  of  the  dissolved 

firm  of  Duff,  Findlay,  and  Co.,  to  the  amount  of  50,000/. 

and  upwards.     On  that  day  the  bankrupts  at  Liverpool 
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wrote  to  the  defendants  in  London  as  foflows: — "  Inclosed 
please  to  receive  two  bills,  value  1 740/.,  which  place  to  our 
credit;  and  we  have  to  request  that  you  will  pay  in  casli 
and  in  course  900/.  on  our  account  to  Messrs.  Ransom, 
and  Co.,  bankers,  and  that  you  will  place  the  balance  when 
discounted  to  the  credit  of  Duff,  Find/ay^  and  Co.  with 
you," 

The  special  case  then  set  out  a  long  correspondence 
between  the  bankrupts  and  the  defendants  in  January  and 
Februaryi  1 8£6|  in  which  the  bankrupts  required  the  billstobe 
returned  as  the  defendants  bad  failed  to  appropriate  tfaeoi  in 
the  manner  directed  by  the  bankrupts.  These  bilk  beeame 
due  in  March,  1826.  On  the  23d  of.Jaauaiy,  ia^6»the 
bankrupts  were  indebted  to  the  defendants  in  the  sum  of 
2000/.  mid  upvrards,  of  which  800/.  has  been  since  receiveB; 
and  the  bankrupts  ever  since  have  been  and  still  are  in- 
debted to  the  said  defendants  in  the  sum  of  1200/.  without 
taking  into  account  the  moneys  which  are  the  subject  of. llie 
present  action.  The  firm  of  Duft  Findlay,  and  Co.  «its 
on  the  23d  of  January,  1826,  and  ever  since  has  be^n  and 
atiU  is  indebted  to  the  defendants  in  a  cash  balance  ex- 
ceeding the  said  sum  of  1740/.  besides  the  acceptances 
before  mentioned.  The  defendants,  on  the  25th  Jaqoarj* 
1826,  the  day  on  which  the  remittance  for  1740/.  reached 
their  hands,  made  entries  in  their  bill  book  and  their 
account  current  book,  in  the  respective  accounts  of  Dvff 
and  Brown  t  and  of  Duff ^  Findlay,  and  Co.  of  which  the  foi* 
lowiqg  are  copies : — 

In  the  account  current  of  Duff  md.  Brown, 

Drs.  Messrs.  Duff  and  Brown.  Crs. 

18«e.  January  95.         £.    i.    d,       1826.  January  55.  £•  *•  ^• 


To  Discount 
To  Duff;  Findl^^ 
and  Co.  per  desire 


10    3     9 


829  16     3 


840     0     0 


ByKy&on  Whitmon, 

due  7th  March,  240  0  0 

By  Cremdon  on  Esdaile,  1500  0  0 

1740  0  0 


i. 
'f 

r 

k 
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la  die  account  current  of  Duff,  Findiay,  and  Co. 

Messrs.  Duff,  Findlay,  and  Co.  Cr«* 

1826,  January  25.  £.    s.     d. 

By  i>ii2^  and  frot&ii,  per  desire      .     .     8^  l6    3 

The  defendants,  in  April,  1826,  made  entries  in  their 
journal  and  ledger  in  the  same  manner  as  the  above  in  the 
respective  accounts  of  Duff,  Findlay,  and  Co.,  and  sucb 
entries  still  remain.  It  has  always  been  the  practice  of  the 
defendants  to  enter  in  the  first  instance  all  remittances  in 
their  bill  book  and  account  current  book  as  the  transactiona 
have  taken  place,  and  afterwards  to  make  entries  in  their 
other  books.  The  defendants  did  not  in  fact  discount  the 
biUs  for  1740/.  but  retained  both  in  their  hands  until  they 
became  due,  when  they  received  the  amount  thereof.  This 
receipt  was  previous  to  the  commencement  of  this  action. 
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Patieson,  for  the  plaintiffs.  First,  the  remitter  of  the  bilb 
had,  before  discount,  a  right  to  countermand  the  applica- 
tion of  them.  Secondly,  this  is  not  a  case  of  mutual  credit. 
{Bayley,  J.  The  defendants  are  liable,  therefore,  to  refund 
the  900/.]  It  is  submitted  that  they  are  liable  to  refund  tlie 
whole  amount,  1700/.  The  bills  were  remitted  on  a  specific 
account,  for  the  defendants  to  get  them  discounted,  and  to 
apply  900/.  to  Ransom,  and  the  remainder  to  the  defendants. 
It  appears  that  the  bankrupts  were  indebted  largely  to  the 
defendants  at  the  time  the  remittance  was  made;  but  it  will 
hardly  be  contended  that  this  circumstance  gave  them  a 
right  to  repudiate  the  terms  of  the  remittance,  and  to  apply 
it  in  satisfaction  of  their  debt.  In  Humphries  v.  Wilson  (a) 
it  was  held  by  Dallas,  C.  J.  that  the  right  of  the  defendant 
to  retain  the  bill  which  had  been  sent  to  him  by  the  bank* 
rupt,  was  limited  by  the  purpose  for  which  he  had  con- 
sented to  receive  it,  the  property  remaining  in  the  remitter 
nntil  the  bill  was  discounted.  Giles  v.  Perkins  (A),  Thompson 
V.  Giles  (r).     When  a  payment  is  made  with  a  trust  attached, 

(a)  2  Smrk.  N.P.C.  566.  (A)  9E«»M8.  (c)  3  D.&  R.  733;  9  B.&C.4M. 

Q  q2 
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1899.  and  the  object  of  the  payment  fails,  the  money  remains  the 
property  of  the  payer.  In  Toovey  v.  Mihie  (a)  the  Court 
vf' ""  implied  a-  stipulation  that  the  money  .should  be  repaid  if 
FisDLAY.  jjjg  creditors  could  not  be  settled  with.  There  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  had,  by  relation,  been  committed  at  the 
time  of  the  loan.  The  Court  held  that  where  a  pajment 
is  made  with  an  expressed  trust,  ..the  money  must  be 
rejpaid  if  the  object  fail.  [Parke,  J.  In  Toovey  v.  Mtifff 
the  question  was  whether  the  property  had  vested  in  the 
assignees ;  and  it  was  held  that  it  had  not  so  vested.  All 
that  was  decided  in  that  case  was,  that  money  chiheA 
with  a  trust  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees.  Williams  ?. 
Everett  (b),  and  Grant  v.  Austin  (c),  shew  that  the  propertj 
does  not  vest  in  a  third  party  immediately,  but  remaios  in 
the  remitter  until  some  act  is  done.  [Lord  TetUerden,C.3, 
In  this  case  no  bankruptcy  had  taken  place.  The  directions, 
therefore,  were  good  in  point  of  law  and  in  point  of  fact, 
but  the  defendants  chose  to  say  that  they  could  not  get  the 
bill  discounted.]  Their  not  doing  so  is  a  circumstance 
favorable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  case  of  Ketf  v.  Flint  {d),tnd 
the  subsequent  case  of  Flint  ex  parte  (e),  are  very  material 
upon  the  second  point.  The  principle  of  mutual  credit  is 
there  fully  gone  into ;  and  it  was  held  not  to  apply ;  and  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  fully  confirmed 
in'the  Court  of  Chancery.  In  Rose  v.  Hart  (/'),  the  stote- 
ment  is  very  confused,  but  it  will  be  useful  to  refer  to  it  for 
the  judgment  of  Gibbs,C.J.,  who,  after  going  fullj  through 
the  cases  bearing  on  the  subject  says(g),  "  But  it  is  first  to 
be  considered  whether  these  cases  may  not  be  supported 
by  a  construction  of  the  statute,  which  will  leave  the  opinion 
of  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Ockenden  (A), 

(o)  Q  B.  &  A.  683.  (/)    8  Taunt.   499;    rtported 

(6)  U  East,  5B<2.  also  9  B.  Mnore,  517. 

(c)  3  Price,  58.  (g)  8  Taunt.  5p5;  aijd  seeSB. 

•    (rf)  8  Taunt.  21.  Moore,  5.'>0. 

,  if)  1  Swanst.BO.  (A)  J  Aik.  S35. 
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untouched.  By  the  28lh  section  of  5  Geo.  2,  c.  30  (a),  it  is 
enacted,  *  that  where  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  comiuis- 
sioners  or  the  major  part  of  them,  that  there  hath  been 
mutual  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person, 
or  mutual  debts  between  the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person, 
at  any  time  before  such  person  became  bankrupt,  the  said 
commissioners  or  the  major  part  of  them,  or  the  assignees  lof 
such  bankrupt's  estate,  shall  state  the  account  between 
them,  and  one  debt  may  be  set  against  another ;  and  what 
shall  appear  to  be  due  on  either  side  on  the  balance  of  such 
account,  and  on  setting  such  debts  against  one  another, 
and  no  more,  shall  be  claimed  or  paid  on  either  side  re- 
spectively/ Something  more  is  certainly  meant  here  by 
mutual  credits  than  the  words  mutual  debts  import;  and 
jet  upon  the  final  settlement  it  is  enacted  merely  that  one 
debt  shall  be  set  against  another.  We  think  this  shewd 
that  the  legislature  meant  such  credits  only  as  must  in  their 
nature  terminate  in  debts ;  as  where  a  debt  is  due  from 
one  party  and  credit  given  by  him  to  the  other  for  a  sum 
of  money  payable  at  a  future  day,  and  which  will  then  be- 
come a  debt ;  or  where  there  is  a  debt  on  one  side,  and  a 
delivery  of  property  with  directions  to  turn  it  into  money 
on  the  other.  In  such  case  the  credit  given  by  the 
delivery  of  the  property  must,  in  its  nature,  terminate  in 
a  debt;  the  balance  will  be  taken  on  the  two  debts,  and 
the  words  of  the  statute  will  in  all  respects  be  complied 
with.  But  where  there  is  a  mere  deposit  of  property,  with- 
out any  authority  to  turn  it  into  money  (6),  no  debt  can 
ever  arise  out  of  it;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  a  credit  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute."  In  Easum  v.  Cato  (c)  the  same 
rule  was  adopted,  and  it  was  afterwards  confirmed  in 
Sampson  v.  Burton  {d).  Here  the  transaction  never  would 
have  terminated  in  a  cross  debt,  as  the  bills  were  remitted 
/or  the  purpose  of  being  applied  wholly  to  the  use  of  other 
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(0)  Repealed  by  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16. 
(6)  q.  d,  for  the  beoefit  of  the 
depositary. 


(c)  1  D,&R.530;  5  B.&A.861. 
Id)  2  Bro.  &  Biogh.  89;  4  B. 
Moore,  516. 
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persons,  yiz.  gOU/.  to  Ransom,  and  Co.,  and  the  residue  to 
the  credit  of  Duf,  Findlay,  and  Co.  If  the  bankrupts  ind 
made  a  cash  remittance,  and  credit  had  been  given  in  the 
defendants'  books  to  Duff,  Findlay,  and  Co.,  it  could  not 
have  been  contended  that  the  property  did  not  pass;  but 
here  the  remittance  consisted  in  bills,  which,  before  they 
were  discounted,  the  remitters  desired  to  have  back.  The 
500/.  never  could  have  constituted  a  debt  from  the  defend* 
ants  to  the  bankrupts,  \hittledale,  J.  My  opinion  is,  thit 
if  a  man  receive  a  remittance,  of  which  300/.  is  to  be  ap- 
plied to  his  own  use,  he  cannot  take  that.  500/.  unless  he 
pay  over  the  residue  according  to  the  terms  of  the  reoiit- 
tance.]  By  refusing  to  pay  over,  he  repudiates  the  ii^bole. 
If  this  be  so  with  respect  to  a  cash  remittance,  the  case  is 
much  stronger  where  the  remittance  is  made  in  the  form  of 
an  entire  security,  which  is  to  be  converted  into  money  for 
the  benefit  of  particular  persons  designated  by  the  remitter. 
The  receiver  is  not  to  pick  and  chuse.  Being  directed  to 
pay  A.  and  £.,  if  he  refuse  to  pay  A.  he  is  not  at  liberty  to 
pay  B.y  but  must  return  the  bills.  If  it  be  objected  that 
the  assignees  should  have  brought  trover,  the  answer  is  that 
the  conversion  being  after  the  bankruptcy,  the  assignees  are 
entitled  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  bill  in  the  present 
form  of  action,  which  is  for  money  had  and  received  to  their 
use,  not  to  the  use  of  the  bankrupts,  so  as  to  let  in  a  set-off. 


Campbell,  contri.  This  action  cannot  be  maiotaiued. 
Here  was  an  appropriation  by  the  authority  of  the  bankrupts 
as  to  the  829/.  I65,  Sd.  It  was  a  power  coupled  with  an 
interest,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  countermanded.  This 
is  not  an  action  of  trover  for  the  bill,  as  in  Rose  v.  Hart. 
The  action  for  money  had  and  received  affirms  what  has 
been  done  (a).  [Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  So  far  as  the  plain- 
tiifs  seek  to  recover  as  for  money  had  and  received  to  the 


(a)  As  to  disaffirmance  by  assignees,  see  Brefseer  v.  ^parrom,  ante,  i.  S ; 
t  B.&C.310. 
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use  of  the  bankrupts.     By  the  count  on  promises  to  them-         ^^^- 
•sehes  as  assignees,  they  disaffirm  the  transaction.]     Nt>     ^ijchanan 
.mode  of  declaring  would  take  away  the  right  of  set-ofF.     If  '^• 

there  b^  been  an  express  promise  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants to  pay  the  900/.  to  Ramorn  and  Co.,  and  the  de- 
fendants, after  discounting  the  bills,  had  refused  to  pay  the 
900/.  to  Ramom  aiid  Co.,  the  defendants  might  have  pleaded 
a  sel-off  to  the  bankrupts*  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived ;  as  where  goods  are  sold  for  ready  money,  if  the 
vendor  part  with  the  possession  without  payment  he  lets  in 
the  purchaser's  set-off.  Lechnxre  v.  Hawkins  (a),  Atkinson  v. 
Etliott  (b),  Eland  v.  Karr  (c).  Comfort h  v.  Revett  (d).    [  Bay- 
Uy,  J.  If  trover  had  been  brought  there  could  have  been  no 
set-off;  and  it  was  competent  to  the  assignees  to  waive  the 
tort,  and  bring  money  had  and  received.     Idttledale,  J.  Or 
they  might  have  brought  special  assumpsit.]    In  M*GiUi^'' 
ray  v.  Simpson  (e),  which  was  an  action  brought  by  the  as- 
signees of  Inglis  and  Co.,  against  a  broker  for  the  proceeds 
of  a  sale  of  timber,  w*hich  had  been  placed  in  the  defendant's 
hands  upon  a  promise  that  he  would  pay  over  the  net  pro- 
ceeds to  the  bankrupts,  this  Court  held  that  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  retain  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  against  k 
prior  debt.     In  Rose  v.  Hart  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
merdy  decided  that  the  subject  of  mutual  credit  must  be  a 
money  demand ;  thereby  qualifying  the  former  decision  of 
the  same  Court'  in  Olive  v.  Smith  (f),  by  confining  the 
principle  of  mutual  credit,  (which  had  been  supposed  to 
lextend  to  all  cases  of  lien,)  to  such  transactions  as  would 
necessarily  terminate  in  money.     The  defendant  rests  his 
case  upon  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  50,  which  corresponds  with 
46  Geo.  3,  c.  135,  s.  5.     Humphries  v.  Wilson  (g)  was  an 

(a)  2  Esp.  N.P.  C.  625.  138 ;  Pede  v.  Northcoldj  7  Taunt. 

(«  7  T.  R.  378.  479 ;  1  B.  Moore,  17a 

(c)  1  East,  375.  («)  9  D.  &R.  35. 

id)  3  M.  &  S.  5 10,  S.  P.  Taylor  (JT)  5  Taunt.  56. 

T.  Okeyy  13  Ves.  180.    But  see  (g)  8  Stark.  N.P.C.  566. 
Fair  v.  31'Ivcrj    16  East,    130, 
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1999.        action  of  trover  in  a  case  of  actual  fraud,    A  case  of  mutual 
^^^^"^      credit  has  frequently  been  held  to  arbe  notwithstanding  an 
y.  express  promise  to  pay.    Atkinson  v.  Elliott  (a).    [Lord 

Fjkplat.  Tenterden,  C.  J.  Had  the  bill  in  that  case  fallen  due  before 
the  bankruptcy?]  A  commission  was  sued  out  two  days 
after  the  bills  were  paid,  but  it  must  have  issued  upon  a 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  These  cases  appear  startling  at  first, 
because  they  seem  to  allow  a  par^  to  take  advantage  of 
his  own  breach  of  an  implied  undertaking.  In  Chalmen^. 
Page  (b)  policies  were  deposited  by  A.  at  his  bankers  to 
secure  800/.  Afterwards  £.»  at  the  desire  of  A,,  engaged  to 
take  the  policies  and  settle  with  the  underwriters,  and  to  pay 
the  amount  to  il.'s  account  with  the  bankers.  Under  this 
arrangement  B.  received  949/-  ^»  being  indebted  to  B.  in  a 
larger  sum^  and  becoming  bankrupt,  J3«  refused  to  pay  over 
the  money,  and  it  was  held  that  the  assignees  of  A*  could 
not,  even  with  the  assent  of  the  bankers,  sue  B.  for  the 
breach  of  his  engagement.  In  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  Abbott,  C.  J.  says, ''  Upon  the  argument  in  this 
case  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
considering  this  letter  of  the  defendant's  to  be  an  agreement 
entered  into  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  Prescott  and  Co.,  the 
interest  in  the  contract  and  the  right  to  sue  would  not  pass 
under  the  commission  to  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt;  and 
if  so,  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the  present  action ; 
or  if  it  is  to  be  considered  as  an  agreement  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bankrupt,  then,  although  the  assignee  might  »U€,  yet 
if  he  did,  the  defendant,  under  the  statute  of  5  Geo.  2,0.28, 
would  be  entitled  to  set  off  his  demand  on  the  bauknipt." 
The  defendants  will  avail  themselves  of  the  second  alterna- 
tive. His  lordship  goes  on  to  say,  ''The  defendant  (plain- 
tiff)  is,  therefore,  put  in  this  dilemma  by  the  argument: 
either  he  is  not  competent  by  law  to  maintain  this  action, 
or  if  he  is  competent,  the  defendant  has  a  good  answer  to 
it/'     [Bayley,  J»   In  that  case  the  promise  was  for  the 

(«)  7  T.  R.  57fi,  (h)  3  B.  &  A.  697. 
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benefit  of  the  bankers.]     li  is  submitted  that  it  was  for  the        18S9. 
benefit  of  both  the  bankers  and  of  A.  J^^^"^^^ 
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Patteson,  in  reply.  In  the  cases  cited  no  prejudice  arose  Fiwdlat. 
to  the  bankrupt's  estate;  here,  there  would  be  a  prejudice  to 
the  bankrupts  and  to  the  creditors.  In  all  the  cases  cited, 
the  demand  would  come  to  a  debt  according  to  the  rule. 
Here,  if  the  purpose  for  which  the  remittance  was  made  had 
been  complied  with,  the  defendants  never  would  have  been 
accountants  to  the  bankrupts.  This  case  is  to  be  treated  as 
if  Duffl  Findlay,  and  Co.  were  third  persons  as  much  as 
Bansom  and  Co. ;  as  if  the  money  was  to  be  paid  to  Duff, 
Findlay,  and  Co.  who  were  to  pay  the  defendants  out  of  it. 
The  cases  as  to  express  promises  were  decided  upon  the 
ground  of  aet-off,  which  was  considered  equivalent  to  ready 
money.  In  carrying  bills  to  the  credit  of  Duff,  Findlay, 
and  Co.  the  defendants  contradict  their  own  letter,  in  which 
they  say  they  cannot  discount  the  bills.  If  the  entry  in  the 
books  amount  to  any  thing  it  is  a  discounting  of  the  bills  • 
bjf  the  defendants  themselves. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — This  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived to  the  use  of  the  plaintiflfs  as  assignees  of  Du/f  and 
Brown.  At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following 
case :  [his  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  of  the  case»  and 
the  points  raised  in  the  argument,  and  proceeded  thus :]  All 
the  cases  which  bear  upon  the  subject  were  cited ;  the 
nearest  to  the  present  is  that  of  Key  v.  Flint  (a)  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  which  also  came  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor in  Flint  ex  parte  (6).  There  is  no  substantial  di^ 
ference  between  that  case  and  the  present.  The  form  of 
action  in  that  case  was  trover;  but  if  the  bankrupt  or  the 
assignees  could  maintain  trover  for  the  bills,  they  might 
maintain  such  an  action  as  the  present  for  the  proceeds  of 

(a)  8  Taunt.  21.  (ft)  1  Swanst.  SO. 
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those  bills.  The  oises  cited  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  are 
all  distinguishable  from  the  present.  Where  a  set*off  has 
been  allowed,  notwithstanding  a  promise  to  pay  ready 
money,  the  bankrupt  might  have  insisted  upon  payment  in 
the  6rst  instance,  but  by  parting  with  the  goods  he  raised  a 
case  of  mutual  credit  and  cross  demands.  In  Chalmers  v. 
Page  {a)  the  defendant  could  hot  be  charged  as  a  wrong- 
doer in  retaining  policies  delivered  to  him  for  the  purpose 
of  receiving  payment.  In  M^Gillivray  v.  Simpson  {b)  the  sale 
was  not  a  wrongful  act.  In  Atkinson  v.  Elliot  (c)  no  offer 
was  made  before  the  bill  became  due  to  pay  the  defendant 
.what  he  was  entitled  to  retain  out  of  the  proceeds.  In  all 
ihese  cases  the  claim  arose  out  of  the  nonpayment  of 
money;  but  here,  as  well  as  in  Flint's  case,  the  bills  being 
remitted  for  a  specific  purpose,  the  defendants  were  bound 
4o  return  them  as  soon  as  they  declined  to  appropriate 
them  as  directed  by  the  letter  in  which  the  bills  were 
remitted.  The  defendants  did  not  procure  the  bills  to  be 
discounted,  upon  which  they  were  required  by  the  bank- 
rupts to  return  the  bills  to  them ;  this  they  were  bound  to 
do.  Where  goods  or  bills  are  deposited  for  a  specific  pur- 
|>08e,  which  the  bailee  refuses  to  carry  into  effect,  he  is 
bound  to  return  them  upon  demand  to  the  bailor,  whose 
property  is  not  divested  until  the  condition  be  performed. 
If  the  defendants  had  procured  the  bills  to  be  discounted 
and  had  paid  over  the  900/.  to  Ransom  and  Co.  according 
to  the  directions  of  the  letter,  they  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  surplus  6^/.  \6s.  3d.  by  applying  it  to 
the  account  of  Duff,  Findlay  and  Co.;  but  as  the  biDs 
were  not  discounted,  and  the  900/.  was  not  paid,  the  de- 
fendants cannot  have  that  benefit,  the  consideration  for 
which  they  have  chosen  to  withhold.  The  verdict,  there- 
fore, must  stand  for  the  whole  amoimt  of  the -proceeds  of 
the  two  bills. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiffs. 


(a)  SB.lcA.697. 


(6)  9D.&R.S5. 


(c)  1  T.R.37a 


mium. 


THINITY  TERM,  X  aEOi  IV.  603 

1399. 
Bayley  Ex  parte,  in  the  matter  of  Harper.  ^^y^^/ 

John  bayley  applied  to  Harper  to  take  his  son  ^^.^^trfwat. 

William  as  an  articled  clerk.     Harper  having  already  two  torpeys.   C.  itt 

clerks,  William  Bayley  was  articled  to   Watson,  Harpers  ^^^ receives' 

partner.     Watson  being  unwell  at  the  time  the  articles  were  die  whole  pre- 
J      \  ^^^i  '  t  rr  I      mium  and  dies 

executed,  the  premium,  200/.,  was  paid  to  Harper,  who  pending  the 

carried  the  amount  to  the  credit  of  WatsorCs  account  with  fl^^kship.    C. 

IS  to  be  con* 
himself  (ci),  Harper  being  a  creditor  of  Watson  to  a  much  sidered  as  sub- 
larger  amount.     At  the  end  of  two  months  Watson  died,  cierffofifira 
The' parties  being  unable  to  agree  as  to  the  terms  on  which  vesungin  B. 
William  Bayley  should  be  assigned  to  a  new  master.  Manning,  s^ip^^^and  B. 
in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  Harper  to  "  l»*hle  to  re- 
-  •  I     I       I      1 1  X  f     Ti     I  ^^^^  *"  •de- 

shew  cause  why  he  should  not  return  to  John  Bayley  a  part  quatepropor- 

of  the  premium  paid  with  his  son.     This  rule  was  referred  'i^nofthepre- 
to  the  master,  who  now  reported  that  Harper  was  liable  to 
refund,  and  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  180/.  was  a  proper 
sum  to  be  returned. 

Taunton  and  Whateley  now  excepted  to  the  master's 
report.  The  master  should  be  directed  to  review  his  re- 
port unless  the  Court  will  of  its  own  authority  overrule  the 
master's  decision.  The  money,  though  paid  into  the  hands 
of  Harper,  was  received  by  him  as  agent  of  Watson.  Sup- 
posing this  to  be  a  partnership  transaction,  there  is  no 
reason  why  Mr.  Harper,  as  survivor,  should  be  saddled  with 
this  liability.  [Bayley,  J.  The  whole  is  put  into  a  fund 
over  which  Harper  has  the  control.]  Still  it  is  not  just  to 
throw  the  whole  burthen  upon Hitirper.  [Bayley,  J.  Harper 
may  resort  to  his  remedy  over,  if  by  the  terms  of  his  partner- 
ship and  the  state  ofaccouuts  between  himself  and  his  partner, 

(a)  There  was  some  doubt  upon  Harper ^  on  the  first  supposition,  or 

the  affidavits  whether  this  account  the  firm  of  WaUon  and  Harper  on 

was  a  private  or  a  partnership  ac-  the  second,  deriving  no  other  ad- 

coant.    Taking  it  either  way  the  vantage  from  the  transaction  than 

efiecc  oftbe  entry  was  to|^t.eir4<-  .  the  obtaining  payment  from  ITaffon 

son  the  beneiit  of  the  whole  200/.,  of  a  part  of  Wation't  debt. 
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1899.  he  is  entitled  to  relief.]  The  liability  to  the  whole  charge 
Ex  psrte  ^y  survivorship  is  a  principle  not  admitted  in  equity,  al- 
Bayley.  though  this  application  is  addressed  to  the  equitable  juris- 
diction of  the  Court.  It  is  not  a  case  in  which  any  action 
would  have  Iain  at  law.  Where  a  party  comes  for  a  favour 
he  ought  to  do  equity.  Harper  has  no  opportunity  of  an- 
swering the  statements  in  the  master's  report.  \^Bayley,  J. 
It  was  competent  to  him  to  enter  into  an  explanation  be- 
fore the  master.]  The  receipt  was  signed  by  Ifatson,  and 
the  clerk  was  liable  to  serve  Watson  only.  [Lord  Tenierden, 
C.  J.  It  does  not  appear  in  what  manner  the  receipt  was 
given.J 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — This  case  is  not  to  be  deter- 
mined according  to  any  strict  rule  of  law.  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  over  its  officers  is  to  be  exercised  according 
to  equity  and  conscience.  Considering  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  in  connexion  with  the  act  of  parliament,  which 
prohibits  attorneys  from  having  more  than  two  clerks,  Wil- 
Ham  Bayley,  though  bound  in  name  to  one  only^  was  in 
reality  and  conscience  clerk  to  both,  bound  to  serve  both, 
and  entitled  to  be  instructed  by  both.  One  master  being 
dead  and  the  other  not  being  able  to  take  this  young  man 
as  a  clerk,  the  latter  is  bound  to  refund.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  the  master  has  done  wrong  in  directing  so  large 
a  sum  as  180/.  to  be  refunded. 

Bayley,  J. — It  was  easy  for  Harper  to  state  what  was 
the  bargain  between  himself  and  Watson  respecting  the  fees 
paid  by  clerks.  He  gives  no  information  on  this  point. 
The  Court  is,  therefore,  warranted  in  treating  this  as  a  part- 
nership transaction. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.  coucurred  (fl). 

Rule  absolute. 
(a)  Farke,  J.  was  absent. 
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Haire  V.  Wilson, 

Case,  for  the  publication  of  thj^  following  libel  in  **  The  Where,  in  a 

Hull  Advertiser."    ''  In  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Court,  Lon-  S  "ndlnc^ 

don,  yesterday  week,  Francis  Harrison,  late  of  Humbledon,  of  an  alleged 

was  opposed  by  Mr.  BeckwitA,  executor  of  the  late  W,  injure  the 

Dobson,  of  Brandsburton.     The   grounds   of  6pposition.P|[*'°**^»''*' 

were,  first,  that  the  insolvent  had  made  away  with  his  pro-  judge  to  state 

perty  by  giving  several  valuable  horses  to  his  sons,  mere  !kat  the*mibli- 

boys,  and,  in  collusion  with  his  landlord,  W.  Haire,  {the  cation  is  a 

plaintiff,)  setting  up  a  fictitious  distress ;  and  secondly,  that  leaving  it  to 

he  had  raised  a  vexatious  defence  to  an  action  at  law  in  ^^^^  5"     . 

,,,.-_,.,  »••«.**.  ■  .         consider  whe- 

which  Mr.  Beckwitn  was  plaintiff.     After  a  long  examina-  ther  it  was  the 

tion,  in  the  course  of  which  the  insolvent  swore  that  the  '"J*®"^*?"  J^  ^ 

the  defendant 

distress  was  a  bonajide  one  for  rent  actually  owing,  and  to  injure 
that  there  was  no  agreement  between  himself  and  his  land-  P»a»"**  • 
lord,  the  case  was  adjourned,  with  an  order  for  the  insol- 
vent to  produce  all  papers  and  documents  relative  to  the 
distress  and  the  value  of  his  property,  and  also  to  produce 
his  landlord."  Plea,  not  guilty ;  and  issue  thereon.  At 
the  trial  at  York,  before  Hullock,  B.,  the  publication  was 
proved  and  no  evidence  was  given  that  the  proceedings 
alluded  to  had  taken  place.  It  was  left  by  the  learned 
Judge  to  the  jury,  whether  they  believed  that  the 
writer  of  the  paragraph  intended  to  injure  the  plaintiff; 
and  they  were  told,  that  if  they  believed  that  the  writer  did 
9o  intend,  they  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Upon  this  direction  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. The  learned  Judge  being  afterM-ards  of  opinion 
that  the  paragraph  in  question,  independently  of  any  evi- 
dence of  intention,  amounted  to  a  libel,  directed  that  the 
entry  should  be  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  one 
shilling,  reserving  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter 
the  verdict  according  to  the  original  finding.- '  A .  rule  to 
(his  effect  having  been  obtained. 

Brougham  and  Starkie  now  shewed  cause.     The  para- 
graph in  ^o^stion  charges  the  plaintiff  with  the  commission 
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iMt.;        of  a  fraud.     This  is  of  iUelf  a  legal  iDJury.     The  learned 
^'^^'*^'      Judge,  therefore,  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  that  the 
«.  paragfBph  was  a  Kbel  iq  po^nt  of  law,  and  that  they  were 

Wisaov*  merely  to  consider  whether  the  defendant  had  puhiluhed 
this  libel,  and  whether  the  innuendoes  in  the  declaration 
were  proved;  and  that  if  they  were  satiffied  upon  those  two 
points,  it  would  become  th^r  duty  tx>  assess  the  plaintiflTs 
damages.  In  Bromage  v.  Prosper  {a)  it  was  decided,  that 
in  actions  for  defanuuion,  malice  is  a  legal  inference  from 
the  fact  of  publication,  except  where  the  slander  is  primi 
facie  excusable  by  reason  of  the  occasion  of  the  publicaboo, 
in  which  case  express  malice  must  be  8hjewa(6).  Here 
the  publication  and  the  innuendoes  were  nqt  disputed,  and 
nothing  appeared  from  which  it  could,  be  inferred  that  the 
publicatioii  was  excusable.  No  question  of  &ct  arose. 
The  liability  of  the  defendant  was  an  inference  of  law. 

F.  Pollack  and  Alderson,  contri.  The  paragraph,  though 
injurious,  perhaps,  to  Harrison^  contained  no  libel  on  the 
plaintiff.  The  intention  here  became  material.  Whether 
libel  or  no  libel  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Lord  Tgnterden,  C.  J. — The  paragraph  In  question 
states  that  Harrison,  was  charged  with  colluding  with  bis 
landlord  in  setting  up  .a  fictitious  distress,  and  that  Harrison 
was  ordered  to  produce  his  landlord.  Such  a  statemeot,  I 
think,  was  libellous,  and  entitled  the  taodlord  to  bring  an 
action.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  question  of  intention 
was  immaterial,  and  that  the  learned  judge's  direction  can- 
not be  supported  in  point  of  law.  The  jury  should  at  least 
have  been  also  told  that  the  publication  was  a  libel.  If  the 
question  of  intention  could  hate  been  left  to  a  jury,  they 
should  have  been  informed  that  every  nan  intends  that  to 
be  produced  which  is  the  natural  consequence  of  his  own 
voluntary  act.  Otherwise  it  might  be  conteaded,  that  where 
a  man  takes  up  a  stick  and  inflicts  a  blow,  the  right  of  the 
party  struck  to  sue  the  striker  would  depend  upon  the  io- 
tentioB  with  which  the  blow  was  given, 
(a)  a  D.  &  n.  S96,  i  B.  &  C.  24r.    (b)  vide  CMiid  V.  Jjfitekj  aats,  9^ 
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Bayley,  J. — The  paragraph  contained  an  imputation 
that  the  plaintiflF  colluded  with  the  insolvent  in  putting  in  a 
fictitious  distress.     Thi^  amounted  to  a  libel. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — If  the  publication  tended  to  injure  the 
plaintiff,  the  law  will  presume  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  publisher  to  produce  that  injury.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  a  publication  having  that  tendency  is  a  libel. 
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Rule  discharged. 


Marshall  and  another,  Executors,  8cc.  v.  Wilder,  in  error. 

fyiLDER,  the  plaintiff  below,  declared  in  the  Common  A  plaintiff  who 

Pleas  on  promises  by  the  testator  for  goods  sold  and  de-  ^f  ^^ts^^"^ 

livered  to  him,  and  on  a  promise  by  the  defendants,  as  exe-  9««»«'o  upf>n 

plene  admmU' 
cutors,  on  an  account  stated  by  them  of  moneys  due  from  travU,  and  ob- 

ihe  testator.     Plea,  wow  assumpsit  to  all  the  promises,  and  ^""*  *  verdict 

^  ^  ^  ^         ^  on  non  asiump' 

pleni  administravit.    The  plaintiff  took  judgment  upon  the  nt  tutator,  is 

last  plea  of  assets  qucntdo,  and  joined  issue  on  the  non  as-  fademeotTor 
sumpdt.     At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  the  costs  de 
on  the  promises  made  by  the  testator,  and  for  the  defend-  ^i  li  non^  de  ' 
ants  on  the  account  stated.     Judgment  was  entered  up  for  bonUpropHu. 
the  whole  of  the  damages  and  costs,  **  to  be  levied  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of 
his  death  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  as  executors,  to  be 
administered,  if  they  have  so  much  thereof  in  their  hands  to 
be  administered,  and  if  they  have  not  so  much  thereof  in  their 
hands  to  be  administered,  then  the  sum  of  93/.  6s.  2J.  of  the 
damages  aforesaid,  being  for  the  costs  and  charges  aforesaid, 
to  be  levied  of  the  proper  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defend- 
ants.*'   Errors  being  assigned  on  this  judgment  and  in  nulh 
est  erratum  pleaded,  the  errors  were  now  argued  by 

fVightman,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  If  the  plaintiff  below 
was  entitled  to  costs  at  all,  they  should  have  been  awarded  to 
be  levied  of  the  assets  fiuaudo  acciderint.     If  the  plaintiff  had 
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joined  issue  on  the  plea  of  pkni  administravii  instead  of 
taking  judgment  of  the  future  assets,  and  had  gone  to  tiial 
on  both  issues,  and  the  issue  on  pleni  admmUtravit  bad 
been  found  for  the  defendants,  they  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  the  action.  This  was  expressly  decided  in 
Edwards  v.  Bethel  (a).  [Bayley,  J.  In  that  case  there 
was  a  judgment  of  eat  inde  sine  die,  and  the  action  was  com- 
pletely at  an  end.]  The  question  is  whether  the  defendants 
should  be  put  in  a  different  situation  by  a  confession  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  plea  of  pleni  administrofoit 
than  they  would  have  been  if  its  truth  had  been  ascertained 
by  a  verdict.  An  executor  is  liable  de  bonis  propriis  where 
he  pleads  a  false  plea  within  his  own  knowledge  ^  but  a  plea 
of  non  assumpsit  testator  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  an  exe- 
cutor de  bonis  propriis.  Erving  v.  Peters  (6).  In  that  case 
the  judgment  was  in  the  same  form  as  here.  The  declara- 
tion suggested  a  devastavit,  Buller,  J.  says,  *^  It  b  true 
that  where  the  defendant  pleads  a  plea  of  pleni  adndnistravit 
the  plaintiff  may  admit  the  plea  to  be  true  and  pray  judgment 
de  bonis  et  cattalUs  of  the  testator,  et  qua  ad  manus  of  the 
executor  infuturo  devenerint  administrand,  Mary  Shipley's 
case  (c),  Noell  v.  Nelson  ((/),  but  that  is  a  different  judgment 
from  what  is  given  upon  a  nil  dicit,  or  a  confession  of  the 
action,  for  that  is  the  same  one  given  upon  the  pleni  admi- 
nistravit,  where  there  is  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  viz.  to 
recover  de  bonis  testatoris,  si  tantum  in  manibus  habuit  {habu' 
erit)  administrand.  From  which  we  can  infer  that  if  be  hath 
fully  administered  before,  he  is  not  affected  by  the  judgment; 
but  it  is  to  be  considered  that  though  it  be  found  upon  a 
pler^  administravit  that  the  defendant  hath  assets  in  his  hands, 
there  is  no  reason  to  levy  the  money  upon  the  executor's 
own  goods  unless  he  hath  wasted,  and  that  being  matter  of 
fact,  it  must  appear  upon  record,  and  judgment  must  be 
given  thereupon  before  his  own  goods  can  be  affected.  But 
if  Vijieri facias  de  bonis  testatoris  doth  issue  upon  a  judgment 
had  against  the  executor  upon  a  pleni  administravit  pleaded. 


(a)  1  B.  &  A.  254. 
(6)  ST.R.686,  691. 


(f)  8  Co.  Rep.  J34. 
{ei)  2  Saund.  V26. 
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if  the  goods  cannot  be  found  that  were  the  testator's,  namely, 
if  the  executor  will  not  expose  them  to  the  execution,  the     jvursbTll 
sheriff  may  return  a  devastavit,  it  being  found  by  verdict  V-. 

that  he  had  assets. ,  Now  then,  since  the  pleading  of  riem 
enter  mains  would  have  been  a  good  bar  to  the  action,  (and 
if  the  plaintiff  should  admit  it,  he  should  not  have  a  judg- 
ment to  have  a  present  execution) ;  yet  the  defendant  by 
not  pleading  that  plea,  hath  left  the  plaintiff  to  have  a  judg- 
ment, upon  which  a  present  execution  is  to  issue,  which  he 
could  not  have  had  unless  the  defendant  had  assets ;  and 
such  an  admission  is  as  good  as  a  finding  of  a  jury  upon  a 
pleni  administravitJ'  The  form  of  the  judgment  in  this  case 
must  have  been  taken  from  Deame  v.  Grimp  (a).  [Bayley,  J. 
Where  an  executor  pleads  a  plea  which  is  false  within  his 
own  knowledge,  he  is  liable  to  the  debt  as  well  as  to  the 
costs ;  if  the  plea  be  not  false  the  judgment  is  that  the  costs 
shall  be  levied  (/e  bonis  testatoris,et  si  non,  de  bonis  propriis ; 
when  a  devastavit  is  suggested,  the  executor  is  made  liable 
to  the  debt  and  costs.]  In  Deame  v.  Grimp  the  defendant 
moved  for  leave  to  withdraw  his  plea  of  non  assumpsit, 
which  plea  he  had  pleaded  together  with  pleni  administravit 
prcdter;  and  the  decision  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the 
report  of  the  prothonotaries,  that  if  the  cause  had  gone  to 
trial  in  that  state,  and  a  verdict  had  been  found  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  first  plea,  and  for  the  defendants  on  the 
second,  the  defendants  must  have  been  liable  to  costs  de 
bonis  propriis:  but  that  if  only  the  second  plea  had  been 
originally  pleaded,  the  plaintiff,  who  must  at  all  events  have 
judgment  de  bonis  testatoris,  cum  acciderint,  would  only  have 
his  costs  eventually  de  bonis  testatoris.  In  Hindsley  v. 
Russell  (6)  the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  pleni  admi' 
fiistravit,  and  pleni  administravit  prater,  on  which  last  plea 
the  plaintiff  took  judgment  of  assets  qttando;  the  verdict 
was  ultimately  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  general  issue, 
and  for  the  defendants  on  the  pleni  administravit ;  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  being  at  all  events  entitled  to  judg« 
(0)  S  W.  Bla.  1275.  (6)  18  East,  SSS. 
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ment  of  assets  qtutndo,  and  having  been  compelled,  by  the 
defendant's  pleading  ?ion  assumpsit,  to  go  down  to  trial, 
was  entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  the  cause.  [Baykif,  J. 
If  llindsley  v.  Russell  was  rightly  decided  it  is  an  authority 
against  the  defendant.]  The  case  of  Hindsky  v,  Russell 
was  reconsidered  in  Edwards  v.  Bethel,  where  Lord  Elkn^ 
borough  says,  *'  Tlie  defendant  ought  not  to  be  placed 
in  a  worse  situation  by  having  pleaded  several  pleas  thin 
she  would  have  been  if  she  had  pleaded  only  one.  The 
plea  of  p/efii  administravU  being,  therefore,  of  itself  a  full 
and  complete  answer  to  the  action,  the  defendant  is  eotiHed 
to  the  postea  and  to  the  general  costs  of  the  trial."  And 
Jiayley,  J.  says,  "  The  plaintiff  here  claims  payment  only 
out  of  one  fund,  viz  the  assets  of  the  testator ;  and  the  dc* 
fendant  by  proving  that  those  are  fully  administered,  shews 
that  there  is  no  such  fund  out  of  which  the  plaintifPs  de- 
mand may  be  satisfied.'*  Then  if  the  plaintiff  chuses  to 
admit  the  truth  of  the  plea,  the  defendant  ought  to  be  in 
the  same  situation  as  if  it  had  been  ascertained  by  verdict 
that  the  fund  had  been  exhausted. 


Follett,  contriy  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Lord  Tenterdbn,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jiidg* 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  right  and  must  be 
affirmed.  If  the  defendants  had  pleaded  pleni  administravit 
only,  the  plaintiff  might  have  taken  judgment  against  the 
future  assets.  The  defendants  did  not  take  that  course,  but 
thought  fit  to  plead  that  the  testator  never  promised;  which 
plea  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  bring  down  the  record  fortrial. 
The  defendants  ought,  therefore,  to  pay  the  costs  occasioned 
by  their  plea.  It  is  true,  that  if  issue  bad  been  uken  upoa 
both  pleas,  and  one  had  been  found  for  the  defendants,  the 
$ame  course  would  have  prevailed  as  where  two  pleas  are 
pleaded^  and  one  of  them,  wliich  goes  to  the  whole  action,  is 
found  for  the  defendants.  But  thut  is  not  this  case.  The 
plaintiff  must  go  on  to  trial  of  the  issue  on  nofi  assumpsii* 
The  judgment  of  future  assets  would  be  merely  a.  form  on 
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the  record  and  have  no  effect  until  the  existence  and  the 
amount  of  the  debt  were  proved.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  to 

try  the  issue  which  the  defendants  very  improvidently  raised.  v. 

Wilder. 

Bayley,  4- — Edwards  v.  Bethel  merely  decided  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  whole  record, 
though  the  issue  of  non  assumpsit  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff. Here  the  action  is  brought  upon  promises  made  by 
)he  testator,  and  upon  a  promise  alleged  to  have  been  made 
by  the  defendants.  The  plea  denying  the  latter  promise,  if 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  would  have  been  false  within  the  de- 
fendant's own  knowledge.  It  was  contended  that  an  exe- 
cutor is  not  liable  to  costs  unless  he  plead  a  false  plea. 
Where  a  plea  is  false  to  the  executor's  own  knowledge,  the 
judgment  is  against  the  executor  in  the  first  instance  for  the 
debt  as  well  as  for  the  costs.  If  the  plea  be  not  false  to  the 
executor's  own  knowledge,  the  judgment  is  that  the  plaintiff 
recover  his  debt  and  costs  de  bonis  testatoris,  et  si  non,  to 
levy  the  costs,  as  distinct  from  the  debt,  upon  the  goods  of 
the  executor.  This  seems  to  me  to  reconcile  the  cases. 
The  plaintiff  here  is  entitled  to  judgment  de  botiis  test  at  oris. 
It  is  said  that  it  is  admitted  that  there  are  no  assets.  There 
is  an  interval  between  the  plea  and  judgment,  and  in  that 
interval  assets  may  have  come  to  the  executor's  hands.  I 
believe  the  usual  course  is  for  the  defendant  to  withdraw 
the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  when  the  plaintiff  takes  judgment 
of  future  assets. 

LiTTLEDALU,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the 
plaintiff  succeed  on  the  general  issue  in  this  state  of  the 
pleadings,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  his  costs  from  the  exe-^ 
cutor.  By  pleading  non  assumpsit,  the  defendant  compels 
the  plaintiff  to  go  to  trial.  In  1  Roll.  Abr.  933  (a),  it  is 
said,  if  the  executor  at  the  first  day,  namely,  at  the  return  of 
the  summons,  acknowledge  the  action,  and  says  that  he 
has  no  assets,  judgment  shall  be  for  the  costs  and  damages 

(a)  Line  15;  tranftlatecl  in  11  Vin.  Abr.  391,  pi.  IS. 
R  r2 
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de  bonis  testatoris  only,  if  that  be  true-  Dearne  v.  Grimp 
18  in  some  measure  overruled  by  Edwards  v.  Bethel.  In 
Hullock  on  Costs,  WQ,  it  is  said,  "  but  if  the  plaintiff  take 
judgment  of  assets  quando  acciderint  upon  the  plea  of 
pleni  administravit,  and  proceed  to  trial  upon  the  plea  of 
non  assumpsit,  and  obtain  a  verdict  thereon,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  costs  against  the  defendants  de  bonis  propriis; 
and,  therefore,  an  executor  or  administrator  ought  not  to 
plead  non  assumpsit  or  other  general  issue  without  a  good 
defence  thereon." 

Judgment  affirmed  (a). 


(a)  M.  34  H.  6,  fo.  24,  b.  pi.  42. 

"  Yelverlon.  Where  executors 
plead  plenc  administravit,  aod  it  is 
found  accordingly,  the  plaintiff 
shall  recover  so  much  of  the  goods 
of  the  deceased;  and  if  upon 
the  Ji,  fa.  the  sheriff  return  that 
they  have  converted  the  said  goods, 
now  they  shall  be  charged  of  their 
own  goods ;  because  this  act  is  of 
their  own  wrong,  &c. ;  but  where 
they  plead  plenh  administravit,  and 
it  is  found  by  a  verdict  that  they 
have  nothing  in  their  hands,  in 
that  case  the  plaintiff  shall  take 
nothing  by  his  writ. 

Markftam.  That  is  true,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  put  to  his  new  writ 
of  debt  when  they  have  anything, 
&c. 

Fortescue,  If  it  be  found  that 
they  have  any  manner  of  parcel  in 
their  hands,  the  plaintiff,  after- 
wards, when  they  have  any  diing, 
shall  have  a  tci,  fa,  out  of  the 
record  for  the  remainder,  &c. 

Prisot,  J. — ^Truly,  if  it  be  found 
that  they  have  nothing  in  their 
hands,  generally,  still  at  another 
lime  afterwards,  when   they  have 


anything,  the  plaintiff  shall  have  a 
wci.  fa.  out  of  the  same  record  to 
have  execution  of  the  debt ;  and 
there  are  many  such  precedents  in 
the  Common  Pleas.** 

So  in  T.  33  H.  6,  fo.  S4,pl.  I,  it 
was  said  by  one  of  the  protbooo- 
taries, ''  that  if  an  executor  bar  the 
plaintiff  by  having  nothing  ifl  bis 
hands,  and  the  executor  Aopf  goods 
of  the  testator  afterwards,  the  plain- 
tiff, on  a  surmise,  shall  have  a  scire 
facias  upon  the  same  record  to  have 
execution  of  those  goods."  Qftxtd 
fuU  concestumperomnesjutliciarku. 

It  is,  however,  said,  **  that  if  in  a 
writ  of  fonnedon  the  tenant  plead 
the  warranty  of  the  demandant's 
ancestor,  and  plead  farther  that 
assets  descended  &C.,  and  the  de- 
mandant taketh  issue  tlial  assets 
descended  not,  which  issue  is 
found  for  the  demandant,  where- 
upon he  recovereth,  the  tenant,  al- 
beit assets  doe  after  descend,  shall 
never  have  a  $ci.fa,  upon  the  said 
judgment;  for  that  by  his  false  plea 
he  hath  lost  the  benefit  of  the  said 
statute  (of  Gloucester).*'  Co.Iitt. 
366  b. 
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Jones  and  another.  Assignees  of  Bury  and  Sykes,  Bank- 

rupts,  17.  Yates  and  Young.  ^g^^ 

Same  t;.  Same  (a),  v^^v-^/ 

XHE  first  of  these  cases  was  an  action  of  trover  for  three  ^.  the  partner 

bills  of  exchange,  upon  a  conversion  after  the  bankruptcy.      fnerebiiT  *** 

Plea,  not  guilty.     At  the  trial,  before  Lord  7V/i/er</e;ii  C.J.  with  C.    A. 

at  the  adjourned  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  Hilary  term,  to\h^*firmof 

1828,  the  following  facts  appeared : — In  1824  the  bankrupt,  -^^  and  BAn- 

Sykes,  who  then  carried  on  business  in  partnership  with  the  and  B.  a  bill 

defendants  under  the  firm  of  Sykes  and  Yates,  proposed  to  H^*^?^*°^r^ 

dissolve  this  partnership.     The  accounts  were  accordingly  and  C.  and 

wound  up ;  but  it  appearing  that  Sykes  had  considerably  J^ft™^a^ds  fn- 

overdrawn  his  account,  Yates  required  that  before  such  dis-  dorses  it  in  the 

solution,  the  debt  from  Sykes  to  his  partners  should  be  ^^^  g  ^^  p^^ 

discharged.     On  the  Ist  of  January,  1825,  Sykes  entered  acreditorof 

into  partnership  with  Bury ;  shortly  after  which,  Sykes  and  who  receives 

Bury  drew  the  three  bills  in  question,  payable  respectively  th«a"?J>""'*^ 

in  September,  1825,  and  in  May,  and  July,  1826;   which  and  C.  after- 

wcre  duly  accepted.     On  the  24th  of  January,  1825,  Sykes,  H^,^^^ 

without  the  knowledge  of  Bury,  indorsed  these  bills  first  in  Their  assig- 

the  names  of  Sykes  and  Bury,  and  afterwards  in  the  names  maintain  tro- 

of  Sykes  and  Yates,  and  then  handed  them  over  to  Mzedo,  ver  against  B. 

"^  ,  Nor  can 

in  payment  of  a  debt  owing  from  Sykes  and  Yates  to  Alzedo.  such  assignees 

In  the  books  of  Sykes  and  Buru  these  bills  were  placed  to  ™»in^»'"  »?  ^ 
•^  ...  .  action  against 

the  debit  of  Sykes.     The  commission  issued  in  November  B.  for  money 
after  the  first  bill,  and  before  the  second  and  third,  had  be-  froin"the  funds 
come  due(i) ;  and  no  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  was  shewn,  of  •^-  and  C. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  objected,  that  as  Sykes  the  ase  of  J. 
and  Bury,  if  they  had  remained  solvent,  could  not  have  ^"^  ^' 

(a)  Both  these  cases  were  ar-  circumstance    of  the    first   hill's 

gaed  and  decided  in  Easter  term.  having  fallen  due  before  the  bank- 

The  insertion  of  these  cases  was  ruptcy.  This  would  have  furnished 

deferred  till  this  term  on  account  a  good  defence  to  that  part  of 

of  their  connexion  with  the  case  the  demand,  independently  of  the 

of  Jones  V.  Fort,  ante,  547.  principal  question,  namely,  whether 

(6)  No  notice  was  taken  during  the  receipt  of  the  money  amounted 

the  course  of  the  argument  of  the  to  a  conversion. 
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1829.  maiDtained  any  action  upon  the  alleged  conversion  of  these 
bills,  so  neither  could  their  assignees ;  and  that  the  con- 
version, if  any,  was  complete  upon  the  delivery  of  the  bills 
to  Alzedo  before  the  bankruptcy. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  but  leave  was 
given  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  A  rule 
nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly 

Sir  J.  Scarlett^  and  Joshua  Evans  {Yiiih  whom  was  PUut,) 
now  shewed  cause.  The  conversion  is  properly  laid  in  the 
declaration  to  be  after  the  bankruptcy.  The  assignees  2iad 
a  right  to  consider  the  conversion  at  the  time  payment  was 
obtained  from  the  acceptors.  Secondly,  as  to  the  point 
made  at  the  trial,  that  the  assignees  could  maintain  no 
action  because  the  bankrupt  could  have  maintained  none, 
there  is  no  such  rule  of  law.  One  instance  amongst  others, 
in  which  assignees  may  sue  where  the  bankrupt  himself 
could  not  have  maintained  any  action,  is  where  a  voluntary 
preference  has  been  given  by  the  bankrupt ;  in  which  case 
the  transaction,  though  binding  as  against  the  bankrupt, 
may  be  questioned  by  the  assignees  in  an  action  for  mouej 
had  and  received,  or  an  action  of  trover,  according  to  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case.  So,  where  the  trans- 
action is  fraudulent.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the 
transaction  between  Sykes  and  Alzedo  was  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  bind  the  partnership  of  Sykes  and  Bury ;  if  not,  the 
assignees  may  well  maintain  this  action.  A  partner  cannot 
transfer  partnership  property  to  pay  his  private  debt  to  a 
creditor  who  receives  it  with  knowledge  that  it  is  partnei^ 
ship  property.  It  is  not,  however,  admitted  on  the  part  of 
the  assignees  that  Sykes  and  Bury,  had  they  remained  sol- 
vent, could  not  have  maintained  an  action  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  the  proceeds  of  these  bills.  Suppose  part- 
nership money  applied  collusively  to  the  payment  of  a  pri- 
vate debt,  it  is  money  had  and  received  by  the  creditor  to  the 
use  of  the  partnership ;  because  the  partner  who  made  the 
payment  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  the  partnership  effects 
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ill  satisfaction  of  his  own  debt  to  a  party  who  is  cognisant  1899. 
of  the  circumstances.  If  J.  B.  and  C.  are  partners,  and  /)• 
knowingly  receives  from  C  ICX)/.  for  a  debt  due  from  C, 
nothing  is  transferred  to  D.  because  C.  had  not  the  jus  dis^ 
fHmendi,  the  money  remaining  the  money  of  A.  B^  and  C ; 
aad  it  is  no  answer  to  a  joint  action  that  C.  had  consented 
to  the  alienation ;  a  fortiori,  where  specific  goods  are  sought 
to  be  followed  in  trover.  There  are  cases  in  which  the 
action  has  been  brought  against  several  partners,  upon  a 
contract  made  with  one  of  them ;  and  it  has  been  held  to 
be  a  good  defence  to  shew  that  the  person  making  the  con* 
iract  had  no  authority  to  bind  his  partners.  As  a  partner 
cannot  bind  his  co-partners  by  contract  in  matters  uncon* 
nected  With  the  partnership,  so  neither  can  he  bind  them 
by  payment.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  bankrupts  could 
not  have  sued ;  the  property  was  proved  to  be  in  the  bank<* 
rupta;  and  the  case  shews  the  possession  of  the  defendants 
to  have  been  unlawful.  The  right  of  partners  to  bind  one 
another  is  governed  by  the  same  general  rules  as  other 
cases  of  limited  authority*  An  agent  binds  his  principal 
only  when  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  Though 
a  partner  has  more  power  than  an  ordinary  agent,  the 
transfer  of  the  bills  in  question  was  clearly  not  within  that 
power.  If  the  partnership  may  repudiate  the  transfer,  the 
partnership  may  recover  in  an  action.  But  the  present 
action  is  maintainable  even  though  the  Court  should  not  be 
disposed  to  go  that  length ;  for  if  the  ^property  vest  in  the 
assignees,  a  conversion  after  the  bankruptcy  will  give  a  right 
of  action*  This  was  a  case  of  gross  fraud.  A  man,  who 
has  no  money,  pays  nearly  3000/.  out  of  partnership  funds 
in  satisfaction  of  his  own  debt.  If  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
recover  in  this  action,  they  have  no  remedy  whatever  in  a 
Court  of  law,  which  would  be  a  great  hardship.  It  is  a 
plaiu  principle,  that  gross  fraud  will  vitiate  a  contract  so  as 
to  prevent  any  property  from  passing  under  it.  If  Sykes 
end  Burif  had  sued  the  defendants,  the  latter  could  not 
have  set  up  the  fraudulent  transfer  by  Sj/kes  to  shew  the 
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1899.  title  out  of  the  phiiDtiffs.  Suppose  A.  were  to  take  a  lull 
for  5000/.  of  the  joint  effects  of  A.  and  B.  and  make  a  gift 
of  it  to  C.f  such  a  gift  would  afford  no  answer  to  an  action 
brought  in  the  joint  names  of  A.  and  J3.  In  Bristow  v. 
Eastman  (a),  which  was  an  action  by  assignees,  it  was  pro- 
posed to  read  in  evidence  a  receipt  in  full  given  by  one 
assignee,  from  which  the  other  assignee  had  expressly  dis« 
sented.  Lord  Kenyan  said,  that  a  receipt  in  full  of  all  de« 
maods,  when  given  with  a  complete  knowledge  of  all  the 
circumstances,  is  a  conclusive  bar  to  the  action ;  and  that 
the  party  giving  it,  should  not  be  allowed  to  rip  up  the 
transaction  which  had  been  so  closed  and  concluded ;  but 
that  in  order  to  make  such  receipt  conclusive,  it  must  be 
given  by  one  having  full  authority  to  do  so.  -The  law  takes 
notice  of  fraud  as  destroying  the  implied  authority  of  a 
partner.  In  Skaife  v.  Jackson  {b),  which  was  an  action 
by  two  trustees,  a  receipt  signed  by  one  of  them  being  pro- 
duced by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  were  allowed  to  shew 
that  the  receipt  was  fraudulent,  and  that  the  money  had 
never  been  paid.  In  both  the  cases  cited  the  non-payment 
of  the  money  was  used  merely  as  a  medium  to  establish  the 
fraud.  [Bayley,  J.  You  must  shew  a  conversion  at  a 
period  to  which  the  bankruptcy  relates.  You  cannot  rely 
upon  the  original  parting  with  the  bill,  as  that  took  place 
before  the  bankruptcy].  The  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to 
consider  the  possession  of  Alztdo  as  a  possession  of  the 
defendants  through  their  agent. 

JP.  Pollock  and  F.  Kelly,  contrs^.  The  question  of  fraud 
is  improperly  introduced  into  this  case.  The  present  de- 
fendants do  not  appear  to  have  ever  interfered  in  the  trans- 
action or  to  have  known  that  the  bills  were  indorsed.  The 
object  of  Sykes  may  have  been  to  induce  Alzedo  to  make 
further  advances  by  the  paying  off  of  old  scores ;  and  he 
probably  acted  with  a  view  to  benefit  the  new  firm.  But, 
however  that  mtiy  be,  it  is  most  unreasonable  that  the  a»- 

(a)  1  Esp.  N.  t.  C.  174.  {h)  5  D.  &  R.  290;  3  B.  &  C.  4«J. 


TRINITY  T£RM,  X  GEO.  IV. 

signees  of  Sjfkes  should  sue  in  respect  of  a  wrongful  act 
done  by  him  only.  [Baylej/,  J.  It  is  in  law  the  joint  con- 
version of  Sykes,  Young,  and  Yates,  for  which  any  of  the 
three  may  be  sued.  What  one  partner  knows  each  is  con- 
sidered to  know.]  Upon  the  same  principle  Bury  must 
be  considered  as  knowing  what  Sykes  knew,  and  is,  there- 
fore, incapacitated  from  suing.  But  until  an  account  were 
taken'  as  between  Sykes  and  Bury,  and  also  as  between 
Sykes,  Yates  and  Young,  it  could  not  be  known  with  cer- 
tainty whether  Sykes  had  or  had  not  a  right  to  do  what  he 
did.  Where  the  same  person  is  a  member  of  two  firms  no 
action  will  lie  by  the  one  house  against  the  other.  Bosanquet 
V.  Wray  (a).  The  receipt  of  the  amount  of  the  bills  when 
due,  is  so  far  from  being  a  conversion,  that  it  would  have 
been  a  wrongful  omission  not  to  get  them  paid  (&).  Though 
there  was  no  distinct  evidence  that  Bury  was  aware  of  the 
indorsement  of  these  bills  at  the  time,  he  must  be  taken  to 
have  known  it  before  the  bankruptcy,  as  the  bills  were  en- 
tered in  the  bankrupt's  books  and  became  due  before  the 
bankruptcy.  Bury  had  the  means  of  knowledge ;  Yates 
had  not.  Yates  had  no  reason  to  suspect  that  the  bills  had 
been .  indorsed  without  the  knowledge  of  Bury.  The 
allegation  that  the  conversion  took  place  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy is  very  material.  Had  the  conversion  been  laid 
before  the  bankruptcy  a  different  line  of  defence  would  have 
been  open  to  the  defendants,  and  they  might  have  pleaded  a 
different  plea.  If  the  statute  of  limitations  had  been  pleaded, 
the  six  years  must  have  been  computed  from  some  wrong- 
ful act  done.  The  transfer  of  the  bills  by  the  indorsement 
was  the  conversion  here.  .  It  is  as  unreasonable  to  say 
that  the  receipt  of  the  amount  at  maturity  was  a  conversion, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  wrongful  sale  of  goods,  to  fix  the  act  of 
conversion,  not  upon  the  sale  itself,  but  upon  the  receipt  of 
the  price  from  the  purcharsers.  The  case  of  fraudulent 
preference  stands  upon  peculiar  grounds.  It  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  contravention  of  the  policy  of  the  bankrupt  laws, 
(fl)  6  Taunt.  597.  (*)  Vide  ante,  547. 
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1899.  and  B  fraud  upon  the  general  body  of  creditore.  In  Niiw 
V.  Jenkins  (a)  it  was  held,  that  where  goods  came  to  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  before  bankruptcy,  a  demtad 
and  refusal  are  necessary,  and  the  assignees  cannot  rely 
apon  the  original  taking.  Here  no  demand  and  refusal 
were  shewn;  and  though  it  was  competent  to  the  assignees 
to  disaffirm  the  transaction  if  fraudulent,  it  was  equally 
competent  to  them  to  acquiesce  in  the  transfer.  Admitting 
that  Bury  might  treat  the  indorsement  as  a  uuliity,  still,  io 
cases  where  he  is  obliged  to  make  Sykes  a  co-plaintiff,  an 
action  founded  upon  Sykes*8  misconduct  cannot  be  sus- 
tained ;  otherwise  Sjfkes,  if  he  had  survived  Bunfy  might 
have  sued  alone,  and  put  into  his  pocket  the  result  of  his 
own  fraud.  It  is  clear,  that  if  Stakes  had  been  made  a  joint 
defendant  on  this  record  the  action  could  not  have  been 
maintained ;  and  no  instance  can  be  shewn  where,  by  omit- 
ting a  party  who  might  have  been  joined  as  a  codefend- 
ant^  an  action  has  been  held  maintainable,  which,  if  the  party 
bad  been  joined,  could  not  have  been  supported*  The 
nature  of  the  wrong  done  is  not  altered  by  such  omisnoa. 
{Bayltyf  J.  Suppose  in  trespass  it  were  pleaded  that  the 
plaintiff's  wife  was  a  co-trespasser  ?]  In  Co.  Litt.  sect  376* 
it  is  said,  ^'  Also  if  two  men  do  a  trespass  to  another,  who 
releases  to  one  of  them  by  his  deed  all  actions  personal, 
notwithstanding  which,  he  sues  an  action  of  trespass  agaiost 
the  other,  the  defendant  well  may  shew  that  the  trespass  was 
done  by  him  and  by  another,  his  companion,  and  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  his  deed,  of  which  he  makes  profert,  released  to 
his  companion  all  actions  personal.  J  udgment  of  action,  &€." 
Upon  which  Lord  Coke  says,  *'  Here,  by  this  section,  it  is  to 
be  understood,  that  when  divers  do  a  trespass,  the  same  is 
joint  and  several,  at  the  will  of  him  to  whom  the  wrong  is 
done;  yet  if  he  release  to  one  of  them,  all  are  dischaiged; 
because  his  own  deed  shall  be  taken  most  strongly  against 
himself;  but  otherwise  it  is  in  case  of  appeal  of  death  &c. 
As  if  two  men  be  jointly  and  severally  bound  in  an  obligatioo, 
if  the  obligee  release  to  one  of  them,  both  are  discharged; 
(ri)  2  H.  Bla.  135. 


TKIMTV  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV. 

aud  seeing  the  trespassers  are  parties  and  privies  in  wrong, 
the  one  shall  not  plead  a  release  to  the  other  without  shew- 
ing of  it  forth  (making  profert),  albeit  the  deed  appertain  to 
the  other"  (a).  Though  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  release, 
yet  the  situation  in  which  Sykes  stands  may  be  considered 
as,  in  effect,  a  release  by  Sykes  to  himself  (6).  Cocke  v. 
Jennor  (c)  is  to  the  same  effect.  The  principle  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  has  disabled  himself.  So  a  covenant  not  to  sue 
one  of  two  obligors  would  operate  as  a  release.  [Bayky, 
J,  Such  a  covenant  must  be  pleaded  by  way  of  contract, 
and  not  as  a  release.  Uttiedale,  J.  In  Dean  v.  NewhaU{d) 
it  was  held,  that  if  an  obligee  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of 
two  joint  and  several  obligors,  he  may  still  sue  the  other; 
and  even  if  the  obligee  sue  the  covenantee,  the  latter  cannot 
plead  that  he  was  released  by  the  obligee.]  When  a  plaintiff 
declares  in  tort  upon  a  cause  of  action,  for  which  he  might 
bring  assumpsit,  the  defendant  will  not  thereby  be  ousted 
of  his  plea  in  abatement^   Powell  v.  Lay  ion  (e). 

The  second  action  was  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived in  respect  of  money  drawn  by  Syke$  out  of  the  funds 
of  Sykes  and  Bury,  and  paid  by  him  to  Yates  in  further  dis- 
cbarge of  the  balance  due  from  Sykes  to  Sykes,  Yaies,  and 
Youngs  as  the  price  of  goods  tranferred  from  Sykes,  Yates, 
and  Young,  to  Sykes  and  Bury.  On  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants it  was  contended,  as  in  the  other  action,  that  Sykes  and 
Bury  could  not  have  recovered  this  money  from  Yates  and 
Youngp  and  that  the  assignees  could  be  in  no  better  situa- 
tion. A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case 
also,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

After  the  argument  upon  the  case  in  trover,  the  case 
between  the  same  parties  in  assumpsit  was  called  on. 

Sir  •/•  Scarlett,  Plait,  and  J,  Evans,  shewed  cause  against 

(o)  Co.Litt.232,a;  2Tho.Co.  (c)  Hob  60. 

lilt.  111.  (d)  8T.R.  108. 

(b)  As  a  release  in  fact  to  one  («)  2  N.  R.  365.     And  see  Bre- 

obligpr  discharges  a  co-obligor,  so  therton  v.  Woodf  3  Brod.  &  Bingh. 

a  release  in  law.  NctdhattCs  case,  54;  6  B.  Moore,  141;  9  Price,  408. 
8Co.Rep.  136. 
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the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit.  This  was  the  plaintiffs' 
money.  It  is  objected  that  Sykes  ought  to  have  been  made 
a  co-defendant ;  but  Sj/ke$  could  not  sue  or  be  sued  for  it 
Sykes  was  indebted  to  the  firm.  If  an  account  had  been 
taken,  Yates  and  Young  might  have  sued  him  for  their 
balance  (a).  It  was  the  joint  debt  of  the  two,  and  thej 
might  have  maintained  a  joint  action.  From  the  period  of 
the  settlement  interest  arose ;  after  this  Sykes  by  fraud  pys 
over  this  money  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  debt.  In  Gra- 
ham V.  Mulcaster  it  was  held,  that  assignees  under  a  joint 
commission  against  jd.  and  B.  might  recover  in  the  same 
action  debts  owing  to  A.  and  JB.  jointly,  and  debts  due  to 
A.  separately.  With  this  agree  Stanehouse  v.  De  Silva  sod 
Smith  v.  Goddard.  [Lord  Teuterden,  C.J.  If  you  bad 
wished  to  sue  in  the  right  of  Bury  only,  you  should  have 
declared  as  assignees  of  JSiiry.  Parke,  J.  The  assignees 
under  a  joint  commission  against  A,  and  JB.  may  sue  for  a 
debt  owing  to  A.  only,  but  they  cannot  recover  that  debt 
as  assignees  of  both  A.  and  B.  In  Graham  v.  Mulcaster 
the  declaration  was  framed  to  meet  such  a  case.  Upon  the 
declaration  in  the  present  case  the  assignees  must  stand 
upon  the  right  of  Sykes  and  Bury  to  sue ;  and  the  ques- 
tion iS|  whether  they  can  sue  upon  a  cause  of  action  for 
which  Sykes,  Yates,  and  Young  were  liable.  This  money 
was  applied  for  the  purposes  of  Sykes,  Yates,  and  Young. 
[Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.  The  money  was  not  paid,  as  in  the 
former  case,  to  Alzedo,  but  to  Sykes,  Yates,  and  Youtig. 
Young  cannot  be  connected  with  the  transaction  except  as 
partner  of  Sykes,) 


F.  Kelly,  contr4.  The  question  is,  whether,  if  two  per- 
sons are  in  partnership,  and  one  of  them  pays  his  own  debt 
out  of  the  partnership  funds,  he  may  at  any  subsequent 
period  join  with  his  copartner  to  recover  back  the  amount. 


(a)  As  to  which  see  Foster  y. 
AUanson,  %  T.  R.  479;  Moravia  v. 
I^vy,  ib.  48S,  n.;   Kackstraw  v. 


Imber,  Holt,  N.P.C.  S68;  suit, 
ill.  166. 
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A  man  might  in  this  way  pay  his  tailor's  bill,  and  five  years  1890. 
afterwards  recover  back  the  amount.  The  cases  relied  on 
by  the  other  side  have  all  been  where  the  innocent  partner 
was  defendant,  and  has  protected  himself  by  denying  the 
joint  promise  laid  in  the  declaration.  It  is  stronger  here 
where  the  payment  is  made  to  the  three  persons,  Sykes, 
Yates,  and  Young.  Sykes,  Yates,  and  Y^ung  parted  with  the 
goods,  and  Sykestiud  Bury  received  them.  [Lord  Tenter- 
den,  C.J.  That  may  have  induced  Bury  to  believe  that  they 
were  bought  in  as  part  of  Sykes^s  stock.]  It  is  put  as  if  an 
account  were  stated  and  a  balance  found  due;  but  the 
evidence  shews  that  no  such  settlement  took  place.  If  this 
was  a  partnership  transaction,  the  action  should  have  been 
against  the  three;  if  not,  it  should  have  been  against  each 
singly. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  both  actions.  After  adverting  to  the  facts  of 
the  case,  his  lordship  proceeded  as  follows: — The  indorse- 
ment of  the  bills  and  the  payment  of  the  money  out  of  the 
funds  of  Sykes  and  Bury  were  frauds  committed  by  Sykes 
upon  Bury.  It  does  not  appear  that  Young  was  privy  to 
these  transactions ;  but  in  the  view  which  we  have  taken 
of  these  cases,  the  privity  of  Young  becomes  immaterial. 
We  are  of  opinion,  that  as  Sykes  and  Bury  could  not 
have  sued  these  defendants,  so  neither  can  any  action 
be  maintained  by  their  assignees.  No  instance  has  been 
suggested  in  which  a  plaintiff  has  in  a  Court  of  law  been 
permitted  to  rescind  his  own  contract,  on  the  ground  that 
such  contract  operated  as  a  fraud  upon  a  third  person.  It 
was  well  observed  at  the  bar,  that  if  these  transactions  had 
vested  in  Sykes  and  Bury  a  joint  right  of  action,  such  right 
would,  upon  the  death  of  Bury^  have  survived  to  Sykes^ 
who  might  thus  have  avoided  his  own  act  by  setting  up  his 
own  misconduct.  The  remedy  of  the  defrauded  partner 
seems  to  be  in  equity.     Where  a  bill  of  exchange  is  accepted 
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by  one  of  two  partners,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  for  bis  oirn 
private  debt,  in  collusion  with  the  holder,  there  is  no  incon- 
sistency in  allowing  the  defrauded  partner  to  reject  the 
implied  authority  of  the  fraudulent  partner,  and  deny  the 
joint  liability.  That  is  very  different  from  the  case  of  a. 
party  to  a  fraud  attempting  to  found  an  action  at  law  upon 
his  own  misconduct.  It  was  urged,  that  nothing  passed  b; 
the  fraudulent  transfer,  and  that  the  property  remained  in 
S^kes  and  Bury;  but  as  against  Sykes  the  property  did  pass, 
and  Bury  had  no  remedy  at  law  without  making  Sykes  a 
party  to  the  action.  This  case  has  been  compared  to  that 
of  a  fraudulent  preference,  where  the  assignees  of  the  frau* 
dulent  trader  may  sue,  although  he  himself  couU  have 
maintained  no  action.  There  is  no  analogy  between  the 
two  cases.  The  principle  upon  which  those  decisions  have 
proceeded  has  been,  that  the  voluntary  preference  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  bankrupt  laws,  which  are  framed  for  the  purpose 
of  effecting  an  equal  distribution  amongst  all  the  creditors. 
The  early  cases  upon  this  subject,  Alderson  v.  Temple  (a), 
Hague  v.  Rolleston  {b),  and  Harman  v.  Fisher  (c),  proceeded 
upon  this  principle,  and  not  upon  the  ground  of  fraud  com- 
mitted against  particular  persons. 

Rule  absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit  in  each  action. 
(a)  4  Burr.  2235.         (6)  Ihid,  2174.         (c)  Cowp.  117;  Loflt,  47«. 


An  execator 
nonsuited,  &c. 
upon  a  decla- 
ration contain* 
ing  a  count  on 
an  account 
stated  with  the 
plaintiff,  as 
executor,  of 
monies  owing 
to  him  as  exe- 
cator, is  liable 
for  costs  in 
respect  of  such 
count. 


DowBiGGiN,  Administratrix,  8cc.  v,  Harbison. 

A.SSUMPSIT  on  five  counts  on  promises  to  the  intestate, 
with  a  sixth  count  on  a  promise  to  the  plaintiff,  as  adminis- 
tratrix, on  an  account  stated  with  her  of  money  due  to  her 
as  administratrix.  Plea,  non  assumpsit.  The  plaintiff 
having  been  nonsuited,  and  the  master  having  refused  to 
tax  the  defendant's  costs,  Campbell  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
such  taxation,  on  the  authority  of  Jones  v.  Jones  (d). 

(d)  1  Biugh.  249;  8  D.  Moore,  140. 
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Sir  J.  Scarlett,  Brougham,  and  Godson,  now  shewed 
cause.  At  different  times  Tarious  grounds  have  been  as- 
signed for  the  exemption  of  executors,  when  plaintiffs,  in 
payment  of  costs.  The  true  rule  seems  to  be,  that  where 
the  action  is  necessarily  brought  in  the  representative  capa* 
city,  executors  are  exempt  from  the  payment  of  costs  upon 
a  nonsuit  or  a  verdict  against  them.  The  only  question, 
therefore,  will  be,  whether  the  consideration  for  the  defend- 
ant's alleged  promise  accrued  before  or  after  the  death  of 
the  intestate;  and  it  must  be  presumed  that  an  account 
stated  with  the  plaintiff  as  administratrix,  of  moneys  due  to 
her  as  administratrix,  was  in  respect  of  sums  due  to  the 
intestate  in  his  life-time,  and  upon  which,  therefore,  the 
plaintiff  could  only  sue  in  her  representative  capacity. 
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dowbiooin 
Harrison. 


Campbell,  conirk.  The  cause  of  action  in  the  sixth  count 
accrues  immediately  to  the  plaintiff;  independently,  there- 
fore, of  Jones  V.  Jones,  this  case  is  directly  within  23  Hen. 
8,  c.  15 («f).      Here  he  Mas  stopped  by  the  Court. 


(«)  Which  enacts,  "  that  if  any 
person  or  persons  commence  or 
sue  in  any  Court  of  record,  or  else- 
where in  any  other  Court,  any 
action,  bill,  or  plaint  of  trespass, 
upon  tlie  statute  of  King  Richard 
the  Second,  made  in  the  fifth  year 
of  his  reign,  for  entries  into  lands 
and  tenements  where  none  eotfy 
is  giren  by  the  law,  or  any  action, 
bill,  or  plaint  of  debt,  or  covenants 
upon  any  especially  made  to  the 
piaintiflT  or  plaintiffs,  or  upon  any 
cmUrtict  iuppased  to  be  made  between 
the  flainiiff  or  plaintiffs  and  any 
other  person  or  persons,  or  any  ac- 
tion, bill,  or  plaint  of  detinue  of 
any  goods  and  chattels  whereof 
the  plaintiff  or  plaintifiis  shall  sup- 
pose that  the  property  belongeth 
to  them,  or  to  any  of  them,  or  any 
action,  bill,  or  plaint  of  account,  ip 


which  the  plaintifTor  plaintiffs  shall 
suppose  the  defendant  or  defend- 
ants to  be  their  bailiff  or  baitifis, 
receiver  or  receivers  of  th^ir  manor, 
mese,  money,  or  goods  to  yield  ac- 
count, or  any  action,  bill,  or  plaint 
upon  the  case,  or  upon  any  statute 
for  any  offence  or  wrong  personal 
immediately  supposed  to  be  done 
to  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  and 
the  plaintiff  or  plaintiflBi  in  any 
such  kind  of  action,  bill,  or  plaint, 
after  appearance  of  the  defendant 
or  defendants,  be  nonsuited,  or  that 
any  verdict  happen  to  pass  by  law- 
ful trial  against  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs  in  any  such  action,  bill, 
or  plaint,  that  then  the  defendant 
or  defendants  in  every  such  action, 
bill,  or  plaint,  shall  have  judgment 
to  recover  his  costs  against  every 
such  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  and  that 
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Lord  Tentbrden,  C  J. — If  we  are  to  conaider  the  pro- 
mise laid  in  the  sixth  count  as  the  contract  made  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  it  falls  directly  within  the  words 
of  the  statute;  but  if  we  are  to  look  at  the  consideration  ai 
forming  part  of  the  contract  (a),  I  cannot  say  that  it  may 
not  have  moved  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  Suppose 
goods  of  the  intestate  had  been  sold  after  his  death  to  the 
defendant,  the  defendant  might,  as  here,  have  accounted 
with  the  plaintiff  for  money  due  to  her  as  administratrii. 
So  if,  after  the  deatt^  of  the  intestate,  money  belonging  to 
his  estate  had  been  received  by  the  defendant,  in  both  these 
cases  the  consideration  for  the  promise  would  move  from 
the  plaiutiff  to  the  defendant.  Taking  it,  therefore,  either 
way,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  sixth  count  states  a  contract 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 

Bayley,  J. — The  language  used  by  Lord  Eldon^  C.  J., 
in  Tattersallv.  Groote(b),  is  applicable  to  the  present  case. 
The  sixth  count  states  a  contract  made  between  the  admi- 
nistratrix and  the  defendant. 

Parke,  J. — Looking  at  the  words  of  the  statute  instead 
of  stopping  at  the  decided  cases,  tbe  contract  stated  in  the 
sixth  count  was  one  ^'made  between  the  plaintiff  and  another 
person,"  within  the  statute  of  Hen,  8,  c.  15.  The  defendant 
is  entitled,  therefore,  to  costs  upon  that  count  in  which 
the  plaintiff  sues,  not  on  a  promise  to  the  intestate;  but 
upon  one  alleged  to  haVe  been  made  to  herself. 


to  lie  assessed  and  taxed  by  the 
discretion  of  the  judge  or  judges  of 
the  Court  where  any  such  action, 
bill,  or  plaint,  shall  be  commenced, 
sued,  or  taken ;  and  also  that  every 
defendant  in  such  action,  bill,  or 
plaint,  shall  have  such  process  and 
execution  for  the  recovery  and 
having  of  his  costs  •against  the 
plaintifforpl«intifi|  as  the  same 


Rule  absolute. 

plaintiff  or  plaintiflb  should  or 
might  have  had  against  rbe  de- 
fendant or  defendants  in  case  that 
judgment  had  been  given  for  the 
part  of  the  said  plaintiff  or  plata- 
tiffs  in  any  such  action,  bill,  or 
plaint. 

(a)  Vide  Saunders  y,  Wdc^H 
4B.  &A.595. 

(6)  2B.&P.131. 
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Peyton  and  others,  v.  The  Governors  of  St  Thomas's        1829. 
Hospital.  ^^^'^^'^ 

l^ASE  by  reversioners  for  an   injury  sustained  in  conse-  Upon  n  decla- 
queuce  of  the  defendants'  having  altered,  pulled  down,  and  ijgence  in  p^- 

removed,  a  house,  without  shoring  up,  propping  up,  or  duly  ['"R  ^"**?  * 

I         !•    •    •       1  •      I  ^   I        1   •       house  adjoiD* 

securing  the  adjoining  bouse  in  the  possession  of  the  plain-  ing  the  plain- 
tiffs' tenant,  in  order  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  injured  J^^*u^,*?** 
by  the  altering  8cc.  of  the  defendants'  house ;  so  that  for  want  shoring  up  the 
of  such  shoring  up  8cc.  the  house  in  which  the  plaintiffs  itft^rrhe^*^  ^ 
were  so  interested  became  and  was,  by  and  through  the  al-  plaintiff  can- 
tering &c.  of  the  defendants'  house,  greatly  weakened,  da-  without  evi- 

maged  and   injured,  and  in  part  fell  down.     The  second  <^cnce  from 

,  ,   ,  which  a  grant 

count  ascribed  the  injury  to  the  negligence  and  unskilful  of  a  right  to 

and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendants,  by  their  servants,  [jj*  ^jj^^^nj* 

in  and  about  the  altering  &c.  of  the  defendants'  house,  house  can  be 

Other  counts  charged  the  defendants  with  negligence  in  the      q„,  Whe- 

pulling  down  of  the  party-wall  between  the  houses.     Plea,  ^1^®**  s"*^^  * 

..  Ai-,,i.         T       1    rr,  7        i-.T         right  ought  not 

not  guilty.     At  the  trial  before   Lord  lenterden,  C  J.at  to  have  been 

the  adjourned  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1828(a),  the  fol-  *^*ij^- 
lowing  facts  appeared: — The  plaintiffs  were  owners  of  a  suchadeclara- 
bouse  in  Cheapside,in  the  occupation  of  a  tenant,  adjoining  Jia^mrfFinsist 
a  house  of  the  defendants  on  the  eastern  side,  and  on  the  that  the  de- 
western  side  abutting  on  Honey  Lane.     The  defendants'  ^  h^ve  given 
house  being  out  of  repair  was  supported  by  struts  resting  notice ot  his 

•  1       r  L    1  rr.1      .  /.      ,    intention  to 

against  houses  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  lane.    The  defend-  pull  down. 

ants  agreed  with  Lees  to  grant  him  a  building  lease.  Under 
this  agreement  X<ees  pulled  down  the  defendants'  house  and 
removed  the  struts;  in  consequence  of  which,  the  plaintiffs' 
house  separated  from  the  house  next  adjoining  on  the  east- 
ward^ and  was  materially  injured.  The  defendants  did  not 
shore  up  the  plaintiffs'  house  either  externally  or  internally  (6). 

(a)  Counsel  for  the  plaintiflb,  (6)  A  question  arose  at  the  tnal 
Tindalf  S.  G.,  Gurney,  Brodrickf  whether  a  letter  written  by  one' 
and  Dodd  ;  for  the  defendants,  i{<>6i7UOR,  the  defendants' surveyor, 
Sir  J.  Scarlett,  Campbell^  and  C.  to  the  plaintiffs  respecting  the  pul- 
Creifwdl.  li  ng  down  of  the  defcndnn  ts'  house, 

VOL.  IV.  s  s 
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1899.         The  plaintiffs  put  up  some  internal  supports ;  and  it  sp- 
*^^^'^-^      peared  that  if  the  plaintiffs'  bouse  had  been  properlj  shored 
'9^  up  oil  the  inside,  the  injury  would  not  have  happened.  The 

Gormen  of  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that,  upon  this  state  of  tb« 
Hospital,  facts  and  pleadings,  the  injury  was  attributable  to  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  plaintiffs,  in  omitting  to  shore  up  their  owo 
house,  and  directed  a  nonsuit.  In  Michaelmas  term  last  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  obtained  by  Tindal,  S«  G.  on 
two  grounds ;  first,  that  the  defendants  were  answerable  for 
the  injury  arising  from  the  removal  of  their  own  house;  and 
secondly,  that  supposing  the  defendants  were  not  bound 
to  shore  tip  the  plaintiffs'  house,  it  was  incumbent  on  liieni 
to  give  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  tenant,  reasonable  notice  of 
their  intention  to  pulldown  their  own;  ^nd  Jones  ^,  Bird  {a) 
was  relied  on. 

Scarlett,  A,  G.,  Campbell  and  C.  Cresswell,  now  shewed 
cause.  It  was  supposed  at  the  trial  that  the  letter  from 
Robwson  to  Dwarris  threw  on  the  plaintiffs  the  obligation 
of  repairing;  but  the  acts  of  Robinson  would  not  bind  the 
defendants  without  proof  of  authority.  Upon  the  clear 
ground  taken  by  the  learned  judge  the  nonsuit  will  be  sup- 
ported. The  plaintiffs*  house  fell  by  reason  of  the  supports 
being  withdrawn.  The  declaration  contains  no  connts 
charging  the  defendants  with  pulling  down  their  house 
without  giving  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  to  shore  up  theirs ; 
unless  the  mere  pulling  down  the  house  be  a  %Trongftil  act, 
the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  upon  this  declaration.  The 
owner  of  a  house  has  a  right  to  pull  it  down  without  shor- 
ing up  his  neighbour's;  Com.  Dig.  Action  upon  the  Case, 
(A.)  and  (B.  S)  (B.  4);  Hear  v.  Commissioners  of  Sneers  for 

wfis  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  in  qaettion,  it  must  be  presomed 

plaintiffs.      It  was  objected  that  that  he  wrote  as  their  sarreyor  and 

|{06iiiiM  should  have  been  called,  by  their  eipress  aothoriir.    As 

The  objection  was  overruled,  on  the  plamliffa,  notwithstanding  this 

the  ground  that  as  JMintM  had  evidemae,  were  nonsai ted, the  ftoMt 

the  management  of  the  baildmgs  did  not  come  before  the  OaBrt. 

of  the  hospitnli  including  the  house  (a)  Ante,  i.  497 ;  5  B.  &  A*  HSf. 
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the  Levels  ofPagham  (a).  In  that  case,  this  Court  adopts  the        i829. 
principle,  that  in  order  to  maintain  the  action  both  a  wrong 
aod  an  injury  must  concur.    The  plaintiffs  relied  upon  the 
principle  of  the  civil  law, "  sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  ladas,''  S^^  ™?!*.?f 
but  upon  looking  into  the  civil  law  it  will  appear  that  a     liwwtrAU 
party  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  occasioned  without  his 
default;  Domat,  C.  X.  book  ii,  tit*  8,  sec.  S,  art.  9;  where  he 
instances  the  case  of  a  man's  protecting  his  own  land.    So 
Vatief,  book  ii.  chap.  5.  (ft)     In  Virtue  v.  Bird  (c),  the  plain- 
tiffs might  have  shored  up  their  own  house.     In  Jones  v. 
Bird(d),  the  only  case  which  was  cited  when  this  rule  Mas 
moved  for,  the  comniissioners  were  acting  for  the  plaintiff 
as  well  as  others,  and  had  power  to  enter  any  premises  and 
shore  them  up,  and  to  raise  money  to  pay  the  expense;  and 
it  was  expressly  found  that  they  had  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence.   The  plaintiff'had  built  upon  his  own  freehold,  and 
the  defendants' act,  in  removing  the  support  from  under  the 
plaintiffs'  chimneys,  without  providing  another,  was  wrong* 
ful.    To  make  this  case  like  that  of  Jones  v.  Bird,  it  must 
be  shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  have  their  house 
supported  by  that  of  the  defendants.     If  a  grant  of  such  an 
essemetit  could  be  presumed,  it  would  be  to  endure  only 
whilst  the  bouse  was  standing ;  otherwise,  if  the  house  had 
fsllea  down,  the  defendants  would  have  been  under  an  obli- 
gation to  rebuild  it  for  the  plaintiffs'  security.    The  party 
enjoying  the  easement  is  bound  to  repair.  Bullard  v.  Har* 
mm  (e),   Tai^lor  v.  Whitehead  (/),  Pomfret  v,  Ricroft  (g). 
Supposing,  therefore,  the  easement  to  exist,  the  defendants 
would  not  have  been  liable  if  their  house  had  fallen  down 
and  that  of  the  plaintiffs  followed.    [Bay ley,  J.  Removing 
is  very  diflBerent  from  not  repairing.     Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 
There  is  a  difference  between  an  act  done  and  an  omis- 
sfoo.]    The  house  being  in  danger  of  falling,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  pull  it  down. 

(a)  Ante^  li.  468.  (f)  4  M.  &  S.  387. 

W  OMnr.  (/)  Dougl.  745. 

(r)  %  I^v.  106.  {g)  1  Saund.  391. 

{d)  Ante/u  497;  5  B.  &  A.  837. 

ss  Ci 
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1899.  Brodrick  and  Dodd,  contr^.    It  is  submitted,  generallji 

^''^       that  where  there  are   adjoining  houses,  a  person  taking 
V.  down  one  of  them  is  bound  to  use  reasonable  means  of 

S  Tho*"  *  preventing  damage  to  the  other  at  his  own  expense.  If  tbe 
Hospital,  plaintiffs  fail  in  establishing  that  proposition,  and  it  is  con- 
sidered that  the  party  has  a  right  to  throw  that  burthen 
upon  his  neighbour,  still  he  is  bound  to  give  notice  of  his 
intention.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  owner  of  a 
house  standing  between  two  others  may  pull  it  down  with- 
out regard  to  tbe  consequences  to  the  adjoining  houses. 
The  case  put  of  a  house  falling  down  does  not  apply.  A 
tenant  at  will  is  not  liable  to  an  action  of  waste,  if  the  pre- 
mises are  burnt  down,  though  it  would  be  otherwise  if 
they  were  pulled  down.  In  the  Abbot  of  Stratforts  case  (a), 
pulling  down  a  wall  for  the  purpose  of  enlargmg  a  parlour, 
where  the  parlour  was  enlarged  before  action  brought,  was 
held  not  to  be  waste:  that  was  questioned  in  an  anonymous 
case  in  1 1  Modern  (fr).  The  law  upon  this  subject  is  laid 
down  in  an  old  case,  Edwards  v.  Haliftder(^c),  where  it  was 
held,  that  the  occupier  of  a  warehouse,  in  which  he  had  put 
so  great  a  weight  that  the  floor  gave  way,  was  liable  for  an 
injury  thereby  occasioned  to  the  occupier  of  a  cellar  under 
it;  but  it  was  said  that  it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  tbe 
floor  had  fallen  through  decay.  This  case  establishes  the 
distinction  between  misfeasance  and  nonfeasance.  An 
action  lay  at  the  common  law  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  a 
fire  extending  from  an  adjoining  house.  In  Joife^  v.  Bird{d), 
the  stack  of  chimneys  did  not  belong  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
no  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  house  was  under- 
mined by  the  commissioners;  but  it  was  held  that  they 
were  bound  to  use  all  skilful  means  to  prevent  an  injury, 
and  that  they  were  bound  to  shore  up.  [Lord  Tenierdat^ 
C.J.  As  to  the  merits,  I  left  it  generally  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  there  was  a  .want  of  due  care  and  diligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants.     One  question  arising  at  the  tiial 

(a)  Keilwey,  SO.  (c)  Popham,  46;  9  Leon.  93. 

(6)  11  Mod.  7.  (d)  Ante,  i.  497;  5  B.&  A.  837. 
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vas  as  to  the  effect  which  shoring  up  would  have  produced;         ias9. 

and  I  stated,  that  the  commissioners  of  sewers  and  their       IT*^^*^"^ 

Peyton 
agents,   when  repairing  sewers  in  the  neighbourhood  of  v. 

houses,  were  bound  to  take  all  proper  precaution  for  their    s^Xuomas^s 

security;  and  that  one  question  for  the  jury  to  consider     Hospital. 

was,  whether  shoring  up  was  a  proper  precaution,   and 

whether  it  had  been  omitted ;  I  also  told  them,  that  even  if 

they  were  of  opinion  that  the  stack  of  chimneys  could  not, 

by  any  shoring  up  whatsoever,  have  been  prevented  from 

falling,  still  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  give 

specific  notice  of  the  danger  to  the   owner,  and  that  if 

they  did  not  do  so,  they  were  responsible.]     In  Turbervile 

V.  Stamp  (a)  the  defendant  was  held  liable  for  negligently 

keeping   a  fire  in  his  field,  whereby  it  extended   to   the 

plaintiff's  field  and  consumed  his  corn ;  and  the  Court  said, 

fevery  man  must  use  his  own,  so  as  not  to  hurt  another; 

but  if  a  sudden  storm  had  arisen  which  the  defendant  could 

not   stop,   it  was   a   matter  of  evidence,  and   he  should 

have  shewn  it.     Here  the  defendants  were  at  all  events 

bound  to  give  reasonable  and  distinct  notice.     [£x>rd  Ten* 

terdeN,  C.J.  Will  your  declaration  and  your  evidence  meet 

this  case?]     Not  having  given  the  notice,  they  were  bound 

to  prop  up  the  house ;  it  lay  upon  the  defendants  to  shew 

that  they  had  given  notice,  and  were,  therefore,  not  liable 

to  prop  up  the  house.     [£x>rd  Tenterden,  C.J.  The  point 

of  want  of  notice  was  not  insisted  on  at  the  trial.]     The 

want  of  notice  was  urged  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

In  Slingsby  v.  Barnard  {b),  it  is  said,  that  if  a  man  dig  a  pit 

in  bis  land  so  near  to  my  house  that  my  house  falls  into 

the  pit,  an  action  on  the  case  lies ;  Roberts  v.  Read  (c). 

These!  cases  are  founded  upon  the  principle,  that  a  party 

exercising  acts  upon  his  own  land,  is  bound  to  take  care  that 

no  injury  thereby  accrue  to  others.    If  a  party  be  bound  to 

repair  a  fence,  he  is  liable  to  the  injury  accruing  to  the  oc* 

cupier  of  the  adjoining  land  through  the  defect  of  such  fence, 

(tf)  1  Salk.  13.        (6)  1  Roll.  Rep.  430.        (c)  16  East,  915. 
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111211^         Rooth  V.  WUson^a).   The  case  of  Rex  v.  Pagham  (6)  is  very 
^'^^/^^      distinguishable,  that  was  a  case  sui  generis;  here  there  was 
^9^*       no  common  enemy  to  contend  with.     The  French  law  de» 
Govemon  of  rived  from  the  civil  law  is  much  more  full  and  explicit  with 
Hospital*     respect  to  easements,  or,  as  they  are  called,  servitudes,  than 
our  own.     It  is  laid  down  by  Pardessus,  title  Servitude  (c), 
that  the  obligation  of  using  precaution  always  falls  upon 
the  party  exercising  the  right.     This  position  is  supported 
by  references  to  the  Digest  {d).    The  allegation  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  defendants  conducted  themselves  neg- 
ligently in  pulling  down  the  house,  reaches  the  grievance 
of  pulling  down  without  notice. 

At  a  subsequent  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  wu 
delivered  by 

Lord  Tentrrden,  C.  J«,  who»  after  stating  the  plead- 
ings, proceeded  thus: — ^Tbe  declaration  does  not  allege  as 
a  fact,  or  raise  an  inference,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  have  their  bouse  supported  by  that  of  the  defendants* 
The  first  count  assumes  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend* 
ants  to  support  the  plaintiffs'  house  when  they  took  down 
their  own :  the  second  count  is  more  general,  but  it  does 
not  charge  want  of  notice  as  the  injury  complained  of;  we 
are,  therefore,  not  called  upon  to  pronounce  any  opinion 
whether  the  defendants  were  bound  to  give  such  notice 
beforehand.  At  the  trial  I  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  plaintiffs  to  support  their  own  house  by  shores 
within,  and  upon  that  ground  I  directed  a  nonsuit  The 
case  has  been  since  very  well  argued  on  both  sides;  we 
have  considered  it,  and,  adverting  to  the  ffcts  proved,  and 
to  the  absence  of  any  evidence  from  which  a  grant  of  a  right 
to  support  from  the  defendants'  house  might  be  inferred, 
and  to  the  form  of  the  declaration,  we  are  of  opinion  that 

the  nonsuit  was  right. 

Rule  discharged. 

(fl)  1  B.&  A.  5r>.  D.  10,  1,  13.    Si  tamen  tam  alti 

(6)  jintff  ii.  468.  fodinin  in  iiico  ut  paries  tuus  stare 

(r)  '2iii,  260.  non  |M)ssit,  damni  in/ecti  slipttUito 

i^U)  D.  a,  *2,  per  totuiu  tiiuliim;  commiltetur,  D.  SO,  2,  24,  12.. 
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1839. 
The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bovrton-vpon*  »^^v^^ 

DUNSMORB(a). 

UPON  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  Anondertak- 
removal  of  Henry  Webb,  his  wife^  and  their  five  children,  mother  of  an 
from  the  parish  of  Stretton-upon-Dunsmore  to  the  parish  *^RJ^"f?k' 
of  Bourton-upon-Dunsuiore,  both  in  the  county  of  War-  knowledge  of 
wick,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  n,  ^y  ^j,^  ' 
opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case : —  master  a  sum 

The  appellants   admitted  a  prima  facie  settlement  by  ^ond  the  pre- 
birlh  in  their  parish,  and  then  proved  that  the  pauper  had  ?*'"™  inserted 
served  more  than  forty  days  in  a  third  parish|  under  an  tare  and  paid 
indenture  of  apprenticeship  bearing  date  26th  April,  1813.  a^lhe'tiW'o? 

This  indenture,  the  respondents  contended,  was  void  its  execution, 
upon  the  following  evidence.  th/inde"ture" 

The  mother  of  the  pauper,  who  was  an  illegitimate  child,  being  sufficient 

'^  °  for  both  sums,) 

was  directed  by  her  husband,  who  was  not  the  father  of  the  does  not  make 

child,  to  give  a  premium  of  10/.,  and  no  more.    The  master  Jf^®.*"***?*"*^ 
required  20/.     This  amount  the  mother  refused   to  give,  8  iliiii«,  c.  9, 
but  came  to  a.private  understanding  with  the  master  that  underiaki^nK 
he  should  receive  something  in  addition  to  the  10/.,  but  being  void, 

,  ,.  ,  r  1  ,  and  no  fraud 

what  particular  sum  did  not  appear,     it  was  also  agreed  being  prac- 

tliat  the  sum  of  10/.  only  should  be  inserted  in  the  inden-  ^'*^  ®"  ^^ 
f  revenue. 

ture,  which  was  accordingly  done.  The  stepfather  paid 
the  premium  of  10/.,  and  the  mother  paid  the  further  sum 
of  two  guineas  and  a  half.  Neither  the  apprentice  nor  the 
stepfather  were  privy  to  the  understanding  above  mentioned, 
and  never  knew  that  a  greater  sum  than  10/.  had  been  paid; 
but  the  master  was  not  aware  that  the  agreement  by  the 
mother  to  give  more  than  the  10/.  was  without  the  autho- 
rity or  privity  of  her  husband.  The  indenture  bore  the 
proper  stamp  for  any  sum  not  exceeding  SO/. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is  whether 
or  not  the  pauper  was  settled  in  the  appellant  parish. 

(a)  This  and  the  following  cas^s      three  puisne  Judges  sitting  in  the 
weie  decided  aOer  the  term,  by  the      Bail  Court,  as  on  former  occasions. 


632  CASES  IN  THE  KINO's  BENCH, 

18«9.  White,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.     The  questioo 

Ilie  Kmo      ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^»  whether  the  consideration  paid  to  the  master 
V.  is  truly  inserted  in  the  indenture,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  requi- 

J>v]<8HORB.  81(63  ^^  "16  statute  8  Anne,  c.  9,  s.  35.  1  hat  section  enacts, 
that  the  full  sum  of  money  received  (i.  e.  by  the  master) 
or  in  any  wise,  directly  or  indirectly,  given,  paid,  agreed, 
or  contracted  for  during  the  term,  with  or  in  relation  to  any 
apprentice,  shall  be  truly  inserted  in  the  indenture,  which 
shall  bear  date  upon  the  day  of  the  execution  of  the  same. 
It  is  submitted  that  the  requisites  of  that  section  have  not 
been  complied  with  in  this  case,  and  consequently  that  the 
indenture  is  void  by  s.  39  of  the  same  statute,  which  de- 
clares, that  every  indenture,  wherein  shall  not  be  truly 
inserted  the  full  sum  received,  or  in  any  wise,  directly  or 
indirectly,  given,  paid,  secured;  or  contracted  for,  with  or 
in  relation  to  any  apprentice,  shall  be  void,  and  not  avail- 
able to  any  purpose  whatsoever.  It  will  be  contended  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  additional  sum  given  by  the  mother 
having  been  paid  after  the  execution  of  the  indenture,  could 
not  in  fact,  and  need  not  by  law,  be  inserted  in  the  inden- 
ture ;  and  that  the  agreement  to  give  that  additional  sum 
being  made  by  the  mother,  without  the  authority  or  privity 
of  her  husband,  was  void,  and  therefore  could  not  affect 
the  indenture.  Both  these  propositions  may  be  true,  and 
yet  furnish  no  answer  to  the  objection  now  relied  on.  The 
statute  requires  that  the  whole  sum  received,  given,  paid, 
agreed,  or  contracted  for,  shall  be  truly  inserted  in  the 
indenture:  here  a  sum  was  agreed  for,  paid,  and  received, 
which  was  not  inserted  in  the  indenture.  The  32d  section 
requires  the  duty  payable  in  respect  of  the  premium  to  be 
paid  by  the  master;  and  the  35th  section  imposes  a  penalty 
upon  every  master  receiving  any  premium  not  truly  inserted 
in  the  indenture.  The  onus,  therefore,  of  ascertaining  that 
every  thing  is  done  strictly  according  to  law  is  laid  upon 
the  master  by  the  statute;  so  that  the  ignorance  of  the 
niaster,  in  the. present  case,  of  the  wife's  paying  the  addi- 
tional premium  without  the  authority  of  her  husband,  can- 
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not. vary  the  question  as  to  the  legality  of  the  transaction;         1829.' 
Again,  by  the.  4dd  section  no  indenture  can  be  given  in     _.     ^ 
evidence  by  either  of  the  parties,  unless  such  party  first  v. 

makes  oath  that  the  sum  inserted  in  the.  indenture  was    jJumJ^om:*' 
really  all  that  was  paid.  .  In  this  case  the  master  could  not 
have  taken  that  oath  without  being  guilty  of  perjury,  and 
the  indenture  could  not  have  been. .made  evidence  on  his 
behalf,  which  is  another  criterion  to  shew  that  the. indenture 
itself  was  irregular. and  void.     The  argument  that. the. addi* 
tional  sum  could  not  in  this  case  be  inserted  at  the  time  of 
executing  the.  indenture,  because  it  was  .not  paid  till  after- 
wards, wouldf  if  admitted  at  all,  go  to  defeat  the  object  of 
the  legislature  altogether;  because  upon  the  same  principle 
the  entire  premium  might.be  omitted  as  well  as  a  part,  and 
constant .  frauds   would   be   practised    upon   the   revenue. 
[JBoy/ey,  J.  But  here  no  fraud  was  practised  upon  the 
revenue,  nor>  could  be.      The  sum  paid  at  the  time,  of 
executing  the  indenture  was  10/.,  and  no  more.     There 
was  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  wife  to  pay  more;  but. was 
Dot  that  promise  void  ?     Could  not  the  husband  have  reco* 
vered  back  the  additional  sum  paid  by  the  wife,  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  against  the  master?   The  object 
of  the  legislature  was  to  prevent  fraud  upon  the  revenue. 
Here  no  fraud  could  be  practised  upon  the  revenue,  because 
the  stamp  upon  the  indenture  was  sufficient  for  any  pre- 
mium under  30/.,  and  therefore  much  more  than  sufficient 
both  for  the   10/.  inserted  in  the  indenture,  and  the  two 
guineas  and  a  half  afterwards  paid  beyond.]     It  must  be 
admitted  that  no  fraud  upon  the  revenue  was  actually  prac- 
tised ;  and  if  the  Court  consider  the  case  as  depending  upon 
that  fact,  the  argument  against  the  validity  of  the  indenture 
cannot  be  carried  further. 

>■  Bayi^ey,  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  object^f  the  legis-- 
lature  iu  requiring  that  the  whole  sum  paid;  or  agreed  to 
be  paid,  to  the  master,  should  be  inserted  in  the  indenture 
at  the  time  of  its  execution,  was  to  protect  the  revenue, 
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which  might  otherwise  be  defrauded,  by  the  party's  paying 
at  that  time  a  small  sum  upon  which  a  small  duty  oniy 
^y"  would  be  payable,  and  afterwards  paying  a  larger  sum  upoD 
BovATov-ov-  ^iiicb  a  larger  duty  would  be  payable,  and  which  would 
thus  be  lost  to  the  revenue.  Nothing  that  was  done  in  the 
present  case  could  have  any  tendency  to  defeat  that  object 
The  sum  agreed  for  aud  paid  by  the  husband,  at  the  tinie 
of  executing  the  indenture,  was  10/.,  and  that  sum  is  truly 
inserted  in  the  indenture.  There  was  an  agreement  by  the 
wife  to  pay  a  further  sum,  and  she  did  actually  pay  a 
further  sum.  But  neither  the  agreement  nor  the  paymeot 
was  binding  upon  the  husband,  because  both  were  made 
without  his* privity  or  authority.  Then,  as  I  have  already 
oliserved,  there  could  be  no  fraud  upon  the  revenue, 
because  both  the  sums  paid  amounted  to  only  1^.  12f.6ii, 
and  the  indenture  bore  a  stamp  adequate  to  any  sum  under 
30/.  For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  indenture 
is  a  valid  instrument,  and  that  a  settlement  was  acquired 
by  due  service  under  it.  The  order  of  sessions,  therefore, 
must  be  quashed* 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed  (a), 
(a)   Waddington  vr as  to  liave  nrgued  in  support  of  the  iudcDtore. 


Bbechey  V.  Sides. 

The  owner  of  XRESPASS,  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonment.  Pies, 
resung  a  per-  "^^  g^i'^y;  ^^^  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before  Pflrfc,  J. 
son,  in  the  at  the  spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  Oxford,  in  1829,  the 
bonA  fide  belief  ,,  .         »     t^  ■         ,^^«    »»r  .i 

that  he  was     <^>^  ^'^  ^lus: — In  December,  1828,  Weller  was  tenant  to 

acting  ID  pur-   ^^  defendant  of  a  farm  and  two  meadows,  in  one  of  which 

suanceofT&e  •       -nr 

Geo.  4,  c.  30,   there  were  some  willow  trees,  which  WelUr,  in  pursuance, 

s.  38,  is  enti> 

tied  to  the  notice  of  action  required  by  s.  41  of  that  statute. 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV. 

as  he  alleged^  of  the  custom  of  the  country,  claimed  the 
right  to  lop.  Weller  accordingly  sold  the  loppings  to  Harris, 
M'ho  employed  the  plaintiff  to  lop  the  trees.  Upon  the 
plaintiff's  beginning  to  lop  the  trees,  the  defendant  gave 
bim  notice  to  desist,  and  upon  his  nevertheless  persevering, 
the  defendant,  considering  the  plaintiff  as  a  person  com-> 
mitting  an  offence  against  the  statute  7  8c  8  Geo.  4,  c.30(tf}» 
procured  a  constable,  who,  by  the  defendant's  direction, 
took  the  plaintiff  into  custody.  He  was  taken  to  the  town- 
clerk's  office  in  Oxford,  where  he  was  set  at  liberty  upon 
bis  own  undertaking  to  appear  the  next  day  before  a  magis^ 
trate.  He  did  so  appear,  and  was  then  discharged*  It 
was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  tbat  the  action 
could  not  be  supported,  for  want  of  the  notice  of  action 
required  by  the  forty-first  section  of  the  statute  (6),  the 
action  being  brought  against  him  ''  for  a  thing  done  in  pur- 
suance of  the  act."  The  learned  Judge  was  inclined  to 
think  the  objection  fatal,  but  refused  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff^ 
reserving^  however,  liberty  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  if  a  verdict  should  be  found  against  him* 
The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  twenty 

(a)  Entitled,  ''  An  act  for  con-  persons  committing  damage  to  any 

solidating  and  amending  the  laws  property,  in  any  case  not  previously 

relating  to  malicious  injuries  to  provided  for,  may  be  compelled  by 

property/*  a  justice  of  the    peace  to    pay 

{h)  Which  enacts,  that  in  "all  compensation,  not  exceeding  five 

actions  commenced  against  any  pounds :  and  by  s.  28,  **  any  per- 

person  for  any  thing  done  in  pur-  son  found  committing  any  offence 

suance  of  this  act,  notice  in  writ-  against  this  act,  whether  tlie  same 

ing  of  such  action,  and  of  the  cause  be  punishable  upon  indictment  or 

thereof,  shall  be  given  to  the  de-  upon  summary  conviction,  may  be 

fehdanc,  one  calendar  month  at  immediately  apprehended,  without 

least  {vide  ante,  301,)  before  the  a  warrant,  by  any  peace-officer,  or 

commencement  of  the  action.'*  the  owner  of  the  property  injured, 

By  5. 20,  persons  destroying  or  or  his  servant,  or  any  person  au- 

damaging  trees,  shrubs,  &c.  where-  thorised   by  him,    and  forthwith 

soever  growing,  and  of  any  value  taken    before  some  neighbouring 

above  one  shilling,  are  punishable  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  dealt 

on  summary  conviction:  by  s.  21,  with  according  to  law.*' 
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pounds  damages^  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  entering  a 
nonsuit  upon  the  objection  taken  at  the  trial. 

W.  E,  Taunton  now  shewed  cause.     The  action  is  main- 
tainable, and  the  rule  must  be  discharged.     The  defendant 
clearly  ^vas  not  entitled  to  notice  as  a  person  acting  in  aid 
of  the  constable,  for  he  was  the  principal  in  the  transaction, 
and  the  constable  merely  acted  under  his  directions  in 
arresting  the  person  of  the  plaintiff:  Staight  v.  Gee  {a), 
M'Chughan  v.  Clayton  (6).     The  only  question,  therefore, 
is,  whether  the  defendant,  being  the  owner  of  the  property 
injured,  and  having  taken  the  plaintiff  into  custody,  was  in 
that  character  entitled  to  notice  of  action.     Now  he  clearly 
was  not,  for  his  apprehension  of  the  plaintiff  was  not "  a 
thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act;"  on  the  contrary,  the 
defendant  was  a  wrong-doer.     The  policy  of  the  statute 
was  to  protect  officers  of  the  law  in  the  execution  of  tbeir 
public  duties.     Edge  v.  Parker  {c)  is  in  point.    The  bank- 
rupt act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  44,  enacts,  that  every  action 
brought  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
of  that  act,    shall  be  commenced  within  three  calendar 
months  next  after  the  fact  committed ;  and  it  was  decided 
in  that  case  by  this  Court,  that  an  entry  by  assignees  into 
the  house  of  a  third  person  to  take  the  goods  of  the  bank- 
rupt, was  not  a  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  that  act,  so  as 
to  render  it  necessary  that  an  action  brought  against  the 
assignees   should   be   commenced   within  three    calendar 
months.     The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  previously 
come  to  a  similar  decision  in  the  case  of  Carmthers  v. 
Payne  {d).     Upon  the  principle  of  these  cases  the  present 
defendant,  who  claimed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property 
injured,  and  in  that  character  imprisoned  the  plaintiff,  is 
not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  this  statute. 


(a)  AntCy  iii.  N.P.C.  445. 

{b)  Holt's  N.P.C.  478. 

(c)  Ante,  iii.  365;  8  B.&C.  697. 


(d)  5  Biogh.270;  2Moore&P. 
£9. 
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Talfourd,  contrd,  was  stopped  by  the  Court.  1889. 

""^^/^^ 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — I  think  this  rule  for  entering  ^^ 

a  nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute.  We  have  nothing  to  do  Sides. 
with  the  policy  of  the  law;  our  duty  is  to  give  a  construe* 
tion  to  this  clause  in  this  act  of  parliament  consistent  with 
that  which  has  been  given  to  similar  clauses  in  other  acts 
of  parliament.  It  has  been  uniformly  held,  that  where  a 
party  bon&  fide  believes  or  supposes  that  he  is  acting  in 
pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament,  he  is  within  the  protec* 
tion  of  such  a  clause.  The  present  defendant  bon&  fide> 
though  erroneously,  supposed  that  he  was  acting  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  SO,  when  he  caused 
the  plaintiff  to  be  taken  into  custody.  This  case,  there- 
fore, is  perfectly  distinguishable  from  that  of  Edge  v.  Parken 
There  was  no  pretence  there  for  saying  that  the  statute 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  gave  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  any  right 
to  enter  the  house  of  a  third  person  for  the  purpose  of 
seizing  the  property  of  the  bankrupt.  The  assignee  en- 
tered the  house  as  owner  of  the  goods,  and  not  in  pursu 
ance  of  the  statute. 

Bayley,  J. — Where  the  facts  are  such  that  a  party  may 
be  considered  as  having  any  fair  colour  for  supposing  that 
he  is  warranted  by  the  act  of  parliament  in  doing  that  which 
is  made  the  subject  of  an  action  against  him,  he  is  entitled 
to  notice.  The  protection  is  extended  to  private  persons 
as  well  as  peace-officers,  if  they  have  acted  bon&  fide. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (a), 
(a)  See  Cooke  v.  Leonard,  9  D.  &  R.  339 ;  6  B.  &  C.  351. 
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'^'^'v^*^  Spargo  V.  Hugh  Brown. 

Id  trover  by  il.  v^ASE.  The  declaration  contained  counts  charging  tbe 
g^s  distrain-  defendant  with  distraining  for  more  rent  than  was  due,  and 

ed  by  B.,  A.     ^|t||  gn  excessive  distress,  and  also  a  count  in  trover.    At 

having  shewn 

a  prim&  facie    the  trial  before  Park,  J.  at  the  Bodmin  assizes,  ]82B|  tb« 

c"by  payment  P*a»n^»ff'»  counsel  abandoned  the  special  counts,  and  deny* 

ofrent  to  C,    ing  the  tenancy  altogether,  relied  upon  the  count  in  trover. 

petw"t^o^B!u)  I^  ^'»^  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  he  cam^ 

produce  the  prepared  to  try  a  question  where  the  tenancy  was  admitted, 
written  ac-  «    i       -  t        i   •     •/«-         ■  ■  • 

knowledgment  and  that  It  was  not  competent  to  tlie  plamtm  to  change  his 

of  C.^thatjie  grQUpj^  j^j  gQ  take  the  defendant  by  surprise.  This  ob- 
rent  as  agent  jection  being  overruled,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  be  had 
nwion  be-*^^"  ^*^*"  ^^®  premises  originally  from  JqAh  Broum,  to  whom 
tween  B.  &  C.  the  rent  had  been  regularly  paid  for  several  years.  To 
Jiun  J,  Indh  '^ew  that  John  Brown  had  received  these  rents  as  agent 

not  appearing    fQ,.  (j^  defendant,  the  latter  proposed  to  give  in  evidence 

at  what  penod  ,   ,      t% 

the  acknow-     accounts  reudered  to  him  by  John  Brown,  acknowledging 

ledgment  was  ^j^^^  jj^^g^  ^.^^jg  j^^^ j  j^^^^  received  by  him  on  account  of  the 
made.  *' 

Where  a  de-  defendant.     John  Brown  was  alive,  but  was  not  called  as  a 

taiM  ITcoiint'  witness.  The  learned  judge  rejected  these  accounts  as 
for  an  exces-  inadmissible ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  In 
and  a  count  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  Hakomb  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
trover,  It  IS  „g^  ^\^\^  ^^„  ijj^  gi^unj  0f  ^his  evidence  being  rejectedt 
the  plaintiff  at  but  the  Court  refused  to  grant  the  rule  on  the  groood  of 
Lbandon  Oie     '"rP"**^'  «a>ing.  that  each  cpunt  was  in  the  nature  of  a 

special  count,  separate  action,  which  the  defendant  was  bound  to  meet. 

and,  denying 

the  tenancy, to 

recover  under        Selwyn  and  Follett  shewed  acuse.    An  admission  with- 

the  count  in  Y  •       j     •     ••  ■         i        i  t        .     •     .       .      • 

trover  without  ^^^  o^^"  is  admissible  only  when  such  admission  is  shewn 

vio  "^nt*^  ^^'  *^  ^^^^  htexk  made  by  parties  or  privies,  as  where  the  person 

tion  that  he      making  the  admission  is  a  plaintiff  on  the  record,  though 

course.  * '  *     '^®  ™*y  happen  to  have  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter 

of  the  action,  Bauerman  v.  Radenius  (a);  or  where  not 

(a)  7  T.  R.  663  and  2  £sp.  N.P.C.65S;  taid  see  Lane  v.  Chandler, 
3  Smith  77—81. 
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being  io  form  a  party  to  the  record,  he  ia  a  party  io  interest, 
u  a  cestui  que  trust,  Hanson  v.  Parker  (a) ;  or  as  a  pa- 
rishioner, Rex  V.  Hardmck{b)\  or  by  reason  of  having  in- 
demnified a  party  on  the  record,  Dowden  v.  Fowie  (c). 
Here  John  Brown  is  not  shewn  aliundi  to  have  any  con* . 
nexioD  with  the  party  to  whom  he  is  supposed  to  have 
sccounted»  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  supposed  admission 
is  against  the  interest  of  the  person  making  it  when  such 
penoa  is  living  and  can  be  called  as  a  witness,  JSarough  v. 
Wkiie^d). 

Halcomb,  contrd,  If  John  Brown  bad  been  in  actual 
possession  of  the  premises,  what  he  might  have  said  in 
derogation  of  his  own  title  would  have  been  receivable  in 
evidence.  The  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  is  here 
equivalent  to  possession.  If  the  defendant  had  called  John 
Brown  he  could  not  have  compelled  him  to  give  evidence. 
In  Harruon  v.  VuUance  (e),  which  was  trover  for  a  deed 
detained  by  the  defendant  at  the  request  of  one  Reeve,  and 
in  which  detainer  Reeve  was  substantially  interested,  it  was 
held  that  declarations  of  Reeve  were  admissible  in  evidence 
for  the  piaintiif.  IBaylej/fJ.  In  that  case  there  was  evi- 
dence under  the  defendant's  hand  that  he  held  the  deed  for 
the  benefit  of  Reeve*'}  So  here,  the  plaintiff  accredited 
John  Brown  by  putting  in. his  receipts.  In  Fe/m,  dem. 
Pewtress,  v.  Granger  {f\  it  was  held  that  one  of  two  several 
lessors  in  ejectment  could  not  be  required  to  impeach  the 
title  of  bis  co-lessor,  though  it  appeared  he  had  no  interest 
in  the  preaiiscs.  [Parke^  J.  There  is  uo  pretence  to  say 
that  this  action  was  brought  for  the  benefit  of  John  Brown. 
^yi^y»  J<  Suppose  that  on  the  day  before  the  trial,  the 

(a)  1  Wilson,  257.  (c/)  6  D.  &  R.  379 ;  4  B.  &  C. 

(h)  11  East,  578.  S«5. 

(r)  4  Coiiipb.  38;  and  sea  Kem^  (e)  I  Biogb.  45,  nore  folly  ra* 

lamd  V.  Maeauley^  Peoke,  N.  P.  C.  ported  7  B.  Moore,  304. 

65;£^v.^li/rM/ge,TT.R.665;  (f)   3  Campb.   177;   and  see 

snd   11  llaac,  684,  n.;  Tmtngv,  Nerden  v.   WiiliamBm^  1  TVitmt. 

SmUhyOEAp.  N.  P.C.  IQl.  378;  Rf x t. ir»i7^,  1  M. Ic 6. 080. 
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defendant  had  written  to  John  Brown,  asking  him  whether 
he  claimed  the  property,  and  John  Brown  had  answered 
no,  it  could  not  have  been  contended  that  the  answer  would 
have  been  admissible  in  evidence.  The  case  would  have 
stood  differently  if  you  had  proved  that  the  defendant  had 
accounted  with  John  Brown  from  time  to  time.]  In  Uptoif 
V.  Curtis{a),  which  was  replevin  by  an  under-tenant  against 
the  lord  paramount,  who  distrained,  as  bailiff  of  the  mesne 
landlord,  for  the  amount  of  rent  due  from  the  under-tenant 
to  the  mesne,  it  was  held  that  the  mesne  was  not  a  compel 
tent  witness  to  prove  the  amount  of  rent  due.  [^Bayley,  J. 
There  the  party  was  called  to  support  a  distress  which  would 
pay  his  rent.  Parke,  J.  You  want  the  foundation,  namely, 
that  John  Brown  is  the  real  defendant.  A  paper  which 
may  have  been  manufactured  the  day  before  is  not  evi^ 
dence.] 


Bayley,  J. — ^The  general  rule  is  to  proceed  upon  testi- 
mony given  on  oath.  Declarations  are  admitted  where  the* 
person  who  makes  them  is  identified  with  the  party  on  the 
record;  or  where  the  cause  is  substantially  his  own.  If  it 
had  appeared  that  John  Brown  had  accounted  from  time 
to  time  with  the  defendant,  such  accounts  would  have  been 
evidence  that  he  was  the  defendant's  agent,  but  it  was 
not  shewn  when  the  paper  offered  in  evidence  came  into 
the  defendant's  hands,  and  there  was  no  evidence  aliuMdi* 
The  account  was  not  part  of  an  act  done. 


LiTTLEDALE,  J. — Declarations  not  on  oath  are  in 
general  inadmissible  in  evidence.  Where  the  party  is  alive 
he  ought  to  be  called.  The  exception  to  this  rule  is  where 
the  declaration  is  shewn  to  have  been  made  by  a  person 
identified  with  the  party  on  the  record.  The  person  for 
whose  benefit  an  action  is  brought  or  defended  stands  in 


.(«)!.  Bingh.  210.  Qy.  Whe- 
tber  the  marginfd  note  in  this  case 
is  not  adapted  to  the  cognizance 


stated  to  hare   been  abandoned; 
and  see  8  B.  Moore,  59, 5.  C. 
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the  situation  of  a  real  party  to  the  action.  Here  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  action  was  brought  for  the  benefit  of 
John  Brown. 

Parke,  J. — This  account  may  have  been  manufactured 
for  the  very  purpose  of  being  given  in  evidence  at  this  trial. 
If  it  had  been  shewn  to  have  existed  at  a  former  period,  it 
might,  perhaps,  have  been  admissible  in  evidence. 


Rule  discharged. 


Blacket  v.  Bltzard,  Knt.,  and  Sawyer. 

Prohibition.  The  Hbel  stated,  inter  alia,  the  erec- 
tion of  the  district  church  of  St.  Matthew,  Brixton,  under, 
the  provisions  of  58  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  and  59  Geo.  S,  c.  134, 
the  assignment  to  the  new  church  of  a  portion  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  and  the  appointment  of  the 
rector  of  St.  Maty,  Lambeth,  the  curate  of  the  district 
church,  and  26  substantial  inhabitants  of  the  said  district 
and  their  successors,  to  be  a  select  vestry  for  the  care  and 
management  of  the  concerns  of  the  said  church  of  St.  Mat- 
thew, Brixton,  and  all  matters  and  things  relating  thereto, 
and  in  all  respects  as  fully  and  effectually,  and  with  all  such 
powers  and  authorities  as  the  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  said  acts,  with  the  advice  of  the  Bishop  of  Winchester, 
were  authorised  and  empowered  to  appoint  a  select  vestry 
for  the  care  and  management  of  the  churches  built  under 
the  authority  of  the  said  acts,  and  that  such  select  vestry, 
after  being  so  appointed,  had  managed,  and  they  and  their 
successors  then  did  manage,  the  concerns  of  the  said  district 
church  and  all  matters  and  things  relating  thereto ;  that 
on  the  18th  April,  1827,  at  a  meeting  of  a  select  vestry 
held  in  &c.  pursuant  to  notice,  the  rector  of  St.  Mary, 
Lambeth,  appointed  Sir  William  Blizard  to  be  the  minis- 
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To  constitute 
a  valid  assem- 
bly of  a  select 
vestry  appoint- 
ed under  58 
Geo.  8,  c.  45, 
and  59  Geo.  3, 
c.  t34,amajo« 
rity  of  the 
whole  number 
appointed 
should  be  pre- 
sent. 
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ter's  warden,  and  the  select  vestry,  then  present,  elected  and 
chose  the  defendant  Sawyer  to  be  the  district  warden,  of 
the  said  district  church;  that  the  defendants  were  duly 
sworn  in  and  continued  to  be  such  churchwardens ;  that 
certain  sums  of  money  being  required  to  defray  the  neces- 
sary expenses  relating  to  the  said  district  church,  a  meeting 
of  the  said  select  vestry  of  St.  Matthew,  Brixton,  was  on  or 
about  the  ^d  day  of  August,  1827,  held  in  the  vestry  room 
belonging  to  the  said  district  church,  pursuant  to  due  notice 
previously  given  for  that  purpose ;  and  at  such  meeting  the 
said  select  vestry  had  agreed  and  resolved,  with  the  concur- 
rence of  the  churchwardens,  that  a  rate  for  and  towards  the 
repairs  of  the  said  district  church  should  be  made,  and  that 
every  inhabitant  and  occupier  of  lands,  messuages,  tene- 
ments and  premises  ratable  within  the  said  district  should 
be  taxed  and  pay  after  the  rate  of  Sd.  in  the  pound ;  and 
that  after  the  said  select  vestry  had  resolved  a  rate  was 
accordingly  duly  made  by  them,  and  that  on  or  about  the 
11  th  day  of  the  said  month  of  August  the  said  rate  was  duly 
allowed  and  confirmed  by  the  Rev«  William  Mann,  clerk, 
surrogate  of  the  worshipful  John  Poulter,  bachelor  of  law, 
commissary  of  the  said  bishop  in  and  for  the  parts  of 
Surrey;  that  the  plaintiff  was  rated  or  assessed  at  the  sum 
of  125.  6d.,  being  at  the  rate  of  Sd,  in  the  pound  upon  a 
yearly  rent  or  value  of  50/. ;  that  the  plaintiff  before  and  at 
the  time  of  making  the  said  rate  or  assessment  was  and 
still  is  a  parishioner  and  inhabitant  of  the  said  district,  and 
the  occupier  of  a  house  &c.  within  the  same  of  the  annual 
value  of  at  least  50/.,  and  was  by  the  said  rate  and  assess- 
ment duly  and  justly  rated  and  assessed  at  the  sum  of  l£s. 
6J.;  that  the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  rate 
or  assessment,  and  at  the  commencement  of  that  suit^  were 
churchwardens  for  the  said  district,  and  that  the  said  sum 
of  1^5.  6{/.  so  rated  8cc.  was  then  due  to  them  as  such 
churchwardens ;  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  several  times 
requested,  and  had  refused,  to  pay  ;  that  defendants  caused 
plaintiff  to  be  summoned  before  two  justices  under  53  Geo. 
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3,c.  127(a);  that  on  31  St  January,  1828,  plaintiff  appeared 
before  the  justices,  attended  by  R.  W,  his  attorney,  who 
objected  to  the  validity  of  the  rate  of  assessment,  and  deli- 
livered  the  justices  a  notice  in  writing,  signed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, stating  that  he  objected  to  the  validity  of  the  same, 
whereupon  the  justices  declared  that  they  had  no  further 
jurisdiction,  and  that  the  validity  of  such  rate  or  assessment 
must  be  determined  or  settled  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court; 
that  no  objection  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  or  the  said  R, 
W.  to  the  amount  of  the  said  rate  or  the  rent  at  which  the 
plaintiff  was  rated  or  assessed.  The  declaration  then  went 
on  to  state,  that  the  said  rate  was  made  and  subscribed  at 
the  meeting  of  the  said  select  vestry,  at  which  meeting  a 
majority  of  the  select  vestry-men  was  not  present,  but  only  the 
churchwardens  and  five  others  of  the  select  vestry,  and  was 
made  for  and  towards  the  repairs  of  the  said  district  church 
as  it  was  manifestly  shewn  to  the  said  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
and  appears  by  the  rate  exhibited  to  the  said  Court  by  the 
said  defendants  in  support  of  their  said  allegation;  and 
although  all  the  before  mentioned  matters  and  things  mani* 
festly  appeared  and  were  proved  to  the  said  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  and  the  said  plaintiff  thereupon  alleged  and  shewed 
to  the  said  spiritual  judge  that  the  said  select  vestry  had  no 
right  by  the  said  acts  of  parliament  or  either  of  them  or 
otherwise  to  make  any  such  rate  for  the  repairs  of  the  said 
district  church;  and  that  the  true  intent  and  meaning  and 
interpretation  of  any  act  or  acts  of  parliament  ought  to  be 
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(a)  Which,  after  reciting  **  that 
it  is  more  expedient  that  the  church 
rates  should  be  more  easily  and 
speedily  recovered,  enacts,  that  the 
same  may  be  so  done  by  summons 
and  warrant  by  two  justices  with 
appeal  to  the  sessions,  provided 
that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
extend  to  alter  or  interfere  with 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Courts  to  hear  and  determine 
causes  touching  the  validity  of  the 


church  rate  or  chapel  rate,  or  from 
proceeding  to  enforce  the  payment 
of  any  such  rate  if  exceeding  10/., 
likewise  if  the  validity  of  such  rate 
or  the  liability  of  the  person  be  dis- 
puted, and  notice  thereof  given  the 
justices,  in  which  case  they  shall 
forbear  judgment,  and  the  persons 
demanding  same  may  then  proceed 
to  recovery  of  their  demand  ac- 
cording to  due  course  of  law  as 
theretofore  used  and  accustomed." 
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1699.  tried,  discussed  and  determined  at  common  law  in  the  Kingfs 
Courts  of  Record,  and  not  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  or  by 
any  ecclesiastical  judge  or  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  what- 
soever ;  that  the  said  rate  was  not  made  and  subscribed  by 
a  sufficient  number  of  the  select  vestry,  and,  therefore, 
prayed  the  said  spiritual  judge  to  reject  the  said  libel,  and 
to  dismiss  the  said  suit ;  nevertheless,  the  said  spiritual 
judge  to  reject  the  said  libel  or  to  dismiss  the  said  suit 
hath  wholly  refused,  but,  on  the  contrary,  hath  admitted  the 
same,  and  is  daily  contriving  to  condemn  the  said  plainliff 
by  a  definitive  sentence  or  decree  of  the  said  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  contrary  &c.;  and  although  his  majesty's  writ  of 
prohibition  was  on  8cc.  at  &c.  directed  and  delivered  to  the 
said  spiritual  judge ;  and  although  defendants  then  and 
there  had  notice  thereof,  nevertheless  the  said  defendants, 
after  the  prohibition  &c.     General  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

Comyn,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  First,  a  select  ves- 
try appointed  under  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  s.  30,  has  authority 
to  make  a  rate  for  the  repairs  of  the  church  without  con- 
sulting the  parish  at  large.  Secondly,  the  rate  is  good, 
although  a  majority  of  the  persons  forming  the  select  vestry 
did  not  attend.  [The  Court  said  that  he  might  confine  him- 
self to  the  second  point.]  The  rule  laid  down  in  Rex  v. 
Bellringer  (a),  and  Rex  v.  Morris  (6),  requiring  the  presence 
of  a  majority  of  each  definite  integral  part,  is  founded  upon 
the  apparent  intention ;  and  this  case  must  be  governed  by 
the  intention  of  the  grantor  to  be  collected  from  the  whole 
instrument.  Here  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
legislature  required  the  presence  of  an  absolute  majority  of 
the  trustees.  The  nature  of  the  trusts  confided  in  them 
might  render  it  necessary  for  them  to  act  at  a  time  when  the 
attendance  of  an  absolute  majority  of  the  trustees  could  not 
be  readily  procured. 

Joshua  Evans,  contra.     In  Grindley  v.  Barber  (c),  and 
(«)  4T.  R.  810.  (6)  4  East,  17.  (r)  1  Bos.  h  Pull.  «99. 
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Cooke  V.  Loveland{a),  it  was  held,  that  the  duty  ioiposed         18^9. 
upon  the  body  at  large  is,  that  a  majority  of  the  entire  body 
shall  meet.     Here  he  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Bayley,  J. — I  take  it  to  be  a  general  rule  of  law,  that 
where  a  limited  number  of  persons  are  to  perform  a  public 
duty,  there  must  be  a  majority  of  the  whole  body  assembled, 
and  that  a  majority  of  the  persons  assembled  at  such  a 
meeting  may  act.     This  was  the  principle  of  the  decision 
in  Cooke  v.  Loveland  {a),  which  has  been  cited,  and  in  RejL' 
V.  Bellrifiger  (6),  Rex  v.  Miller  (c),  and  jRex  v.  Bowen  (d); 
80  also  in  Rex  v.  Beeston  (e),  and  Withnell  v.  Gartham  {/), 
though  the  last  two  are  not  cases  of  corporations.     So  if  a 
commission  be  issued  to  20  justices  without  a  quorum  clause, 
a  majority  must  meet,  Regina  v.  Ipstvich  (g).    In  the  case 
now  before  the  Court,  the  act  to  be  done  requires  the  exer- 
cise of  judgment  and  discretion,  and  unless  a  majority  of 
the  entire  body  were  bound  to  meet,  its  functions  might, 
devolve  upon  one  or  two  individuals.     The  public  safety 
requires  the  security  which  is  afforded  by  the  presence  of  a 
majority  of  the  persons  constituting  the  select  body.     The 
60th  section  of  58  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  and  the  25th  section  of  59 
Geo,  3,  c*  1 34,  have  been  cited,  but  I  think  that  they  do  not 
control  or  alter  the  general  law.     Upon  the  whole,  I  think 
that  the  rate  is  invalid  by  reason  of  its  having  been  made 
by  a  smaller  number  than  the  majority,  namely,  by  seven, 
when  the  body  consisted  of  26. 
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LiTTLBDALB,  J. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  dis- 
tinction is  between  an  indefinite  and  a  definite  body.  In 
tlie  case  of  a  select  vestry,  which  is  a  definite  body  clothed 
with  a  special  public  trust,  I  think  it  most  important  that  a 


(a)  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  31. 

(b)  4  T.  R-  810. 
(0  6  T.  R.  268. 

(^  2  D.  &  R.  761 ;  1  B.  &  C. 
492;  and  see  ante^  i.  54 J,  n. 


(e)  3  T.  R.  592. 

{/)  6  T.  R.  388. 

(g)  Holt*s  Rep.  443,  S.  C.  not 
5.  P.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1233,  1283; 
2Salk.434;  11  Mod.  67. 
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majority  of  the  persons  in  whom  such  trust  is  reposed 
should  attend.  The  object  of  the  legislature  is  that  a  cer- 
tain number  of  the  inhabitants  should  assemble  to  g;ive  their 
judgment  and  use  their  discretion  in  making  the  rate. 

Pabke,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  And  I  see  no 
difference  between  the  rule  of  construction  as  to  a  charter 
and  as  to  an  act  of  parliament ;  and  it  having  been  a  rule  io 
cases  of  construction  of  charters  that  a  majority  of  a  definite 
body  must  assemble^  I  do  not  think  that  the  clause  in  the 
acts  referred  to  by  the  plaintiff  affects  the  general  rule.  If 
that  rule  were  not  to  apply  to  this  body»  it  might  be  per- 
mitted to  die  away,  or  to  be  reduced  to  a  very  small  number. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Under  a  clause 
in  an  act  giv- 
ing compensa- 
tion for  the 
value  of  lands, 
tenements, 
and  heredita- 
ments, or  for 
damage  done 
thereto,  the 
tithe  owner  is 
not  entitled  to 
compensation 
for  tne  injury 
done  to  him 
by  the  convei^ 
sion  of  tith* 
able  land 
taken  fur  the 
purpose  of  the 
navigation, 
and  covered 
with  water. 


The  King  v.  The  Commissioners  of  the  Nene  Outfall. 

XHIS  was  a  rule  obtained  at  the  instance  of  the  Reverend 
Thomas  Leigh  Bennett,  clerk,  whereby  the  comroissionen 
for  putting  in  execution  an  act  of  parliament  made  and 
passed  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  years  of  the  reign  of  his 
present  majesty,  **  for  improving  the  outfall  of  the  River 
Nene  and  the  drainage  of  the  lands  discharging  their  waters 
into  the  Wisbech  River,  and  the  navigation  of  the  said  Wis- 
bech River  from  the  upper  end  of  Kinderley's  Cut  to  the 
sea,  and  for  embanking  the  salt  marshes  and  bare  sands 
lying  between  the  said  cut  and  the  sea,"  were  called  ou  to 
shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue, 
directed  to  them,  commanding  them  to  issue  their  warrant 
or  precept  under'  their  common  seal  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Lincoln,  commanding  him  to  impannel,  summon, 
and  return  a  jury,  in  pursuance  of  the  directions  of  the  said 
act,  to  appear  at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace  to  be  holden  in  and  for  the  parts  of  Holland,  in  the 
said  county,  to  inquire  of,  assess,  and  award  and  give  a 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV. 
verdict  for  the  sum  pr  sums  of  money  to  be  paid  by  the 
said  commissioner?  to  the  said  Thomas  Leigh  Bennett  as  a     tT'X^^ 


satisfaction  or  compensation  for  the  damage  done  in  the  v. 

execution  of  the  said  act  to  the  rectory  and  vicarage  of    siqneks  op*" 
Long  Sutton,  in  the  said  irounty,  or  th^  tithes  thereof,     the  Nene 
Upon  shewing  cause  against  the  rule  sa  obtained,  the  Court 
ordered  it  to  be  enlarged,  and  directed  that  in  the  meantime 
the  facts  upon  which  it  was  to  be  argued  should  be  stated 
for  their  opinion  in  the  fallowing  case : — 

By  the  act  of  parliament  referred  to  in  the  rule,  certain 
commissioners  for  executing  the  act  were  incorporated 
under  the  name  and  style  of  ''  The  Commissioners  of  the 
Nene  Outfall,"  and  provision  was  made  for  the  appoint* 
ment  of  a  committee  of  the  commissioners  for  executing 
the  act.  By  the  34th  section  of  this  act  it  is  enacted,  "  that 
if  and  when  any  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildingR,  or  he- 
reditamentSy  shall  be  wanted  for  any  of  the  purposes  of  this 
act,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  all  bodies  politic^  cor- 
porate or  collegiate,  corporations  aggregate  or  sole,  tenants 
for  life  or  in  tail,  husbands,  guardians,  trustees,  feoffees  in 
trust,  committees,  executors  and  administrators,  and  all 
other  trustees  and  persons  whatsoever,  and  for  every  or 
any  of  them,  not  only  for  or  on  behalf  of  themselves  respec- 
tivdy,  and  their  respective  heirs  and  successors,  but  also 
for  and  on  behalf  of  their  respective  cetteux  que  trust,  whe- 
ther infants,  issue  unborn,  lunatics,  idiots,  feme  covert,  or 
other  persons  whatsoever  under  any  legal  disability,  and 
for  all  femes  covert  who  shall  be  seised,  possessed,  or  inter- 
ested in  their  own  right,  and  for  all  other  persons  whatsoever 
\vho  shall  be  seised,  possessed,  or  interested  of  or  in  any 
lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments, 
which  shall  be  wanted  for  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
and  for  every  or  any  of  them,  to  contract  for  and  sell  the  same 
lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments, 
and  every  or  any  part  thereof,  and  by  indentures  of  lease 
and  release,  or  by  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  inroUed,  to 
convey  and  assure  the  same  unto  the  said  commissioners 
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for  executing  this  act,  and  their  successors  and  assigns, 

jjj^^^^     absolutely  and  in  fee  simple;  and  that  all  such  contracts, 

V.  sales,  conveyances^  and  assurances  shall  be  valid  and  effec- 

sioMERs  OF     ^"^^  '°  '^^  ^^  ^''  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever."    Bj 

THE  Neiie     the  35th  section  of  the  said  act  it  is  enacted,  "  diat  all 
Outfall.      ,     _  „     . 

bodies  corporate  or  collegiate,  corporations  aggregate  or 

8o1e«  trustees,  or  other  persons  hereinbefore  capacitated  or 
authorised  to  sell  and  convey  any  lands,  sands,  tenements, 
buildings  or  other  hereditaments,  and  all  other  owners  of 
the  same,  and  all  occupiers  of  any  such  lands,  sands,  tene- 
ments, buildings  or  other  hereditaments,  or  any  of  thein, 
shall  and  may  accept  and  receive  such  compensation  or 
satisfaction  for  the  value  of  such  lands,  sands,  tenements, 
buildings  and  other  hereditaments^  or  for  any  damage  that 
shall  be  done  thereto  in  the  execution  of  any  of  the  works  by 
this  act  authorised  to  be  made  or  done,  as  shall  be  agreed 
upon  by  and  between  the  said  owners  and  occupiers  respec- 
tively for  the  time  being,  or  other  parties  interested,  or  any 
of  them;  and  the  said  commissioners  for  executing  this  act, 
or  their  committee  hereinbefore  appointed,  and  the  said 
commissioners,  by  themselves  or  their  said  committee,  may 
and  shall  be  at  liberty  to  enter  upon,  and  thenceforth  for 
ever  to  have,  take,  and  enjoy  the  said  lands,  sands,  tenements, 
buildings  and  other  hereditaments,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
said  act;  and  incase  the  said  commissioners  or  their  said  com- 
mittee, and  the  said  owners,  occupiers,  or  parties  interested 
in  such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  heredi- 
taments, cannot  or  jdo  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  or  value 
of  such  compensation  or  satisfaction,  such  amount  or  valae 
shall  be  ascertained  and  settled  by  a  verdict  of  a  jury,  as 
is  hereinafter  directed,"  By  the  S6th  section  of  the  said 
act  it  is  enacted,  "  For  settling  all  differences  that  may 
arise  between  the  said  commissioners  for  executing  tbis 
act,  or  their  said  committee,  and  the  several  persons  inter- 
ested in  any  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other 
hereditaments  which  shall  or  may  be  taken,  used,  affected 
or  prejudiced  for  any  of  the  purposes  of  this  iact,  or  hj 
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reason  of  the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers  hereby  granted, 
that  if  any  body  corporate  or  collegiate,  or  any  person  or 
persons  so  interested  as  aforesaid  for  or  on  his,  her,  or  v. 

their  part  or  parts,  or  for  or  on  the  part  of  his,  her,  or  their         Commis- 
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cetteux  que  trust,  or  for  or  on  the  part  of  any  other  inca-  the  Nens 
pacitated  person  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  shall  refuse  to 
accept  such  compensation  or  satisfaction  as  shall  be  offered 
to  them,  him,  or  her,  by  the  said  commissioners  for  execut- 
ing this  act,  or  their  said  committee,  or  by  any  person  on 
their  behalf,  and  shall  give  notice  thereof  in  writing  to  the 
said  commissioners  or  their  said  committee,  or  to  their 
clerk,  within  seven  days  next  after  such  offer  shall  have 
been  made;  and  the  party  or  parties  giving  such  notice  as 
aforesaid  shall  therein  request  that  the  amount  of  such  com* 
pensation  or  satisfaction,  or  any  matter  in  difference  touch-* 
ing  the  same,  may  be  submitted  to  the  determination  of  a 
juiy;  or  if  any  body  politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate,  or  any 
person  or  persons  seised,  possessed,  or  interested,  either 
for  themselves  respectively  or  for  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons, of  or  in  any  such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings 
or  other  hereditaments  as  aforesaid,  shall  refuse  to  treat,  or 
shall  not  agree  with  the  said  commissioners  for  executing 
the  said  act  or  their  said  committee,  or  with  any  person  or 
persons  authorised  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  said  commis- 
sioners, for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  their  respective 
estates  and  interest  therein,  or  cannot  be  found  or  known, 
or  shall  not  produce  and  evince  a  clear  title  to  the  heredi- 
taments or  premises  in  question,  or  to  the  estate  or  interest 
which  they  shall  respectively  claim  therein,  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  said  commissioners  or  their  said  committee,  or 
of  the  person  or  persons  authorised  to  act  on  behalf  of  the 
said  commissioners,  then  and  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  said  commissioners  or  their  said  committee 
from  time  to  time  to  issue  a  warrant  or  precept,  under  the 
common  seal  of  the  said  commissioners,  to  the  sheriff  or 
chief  bailiff  of  the  county,  parts,  or  isle  in  which  such  lands, 
sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments  shall  lie. 
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or  the  matter  in  question  or  dispute  shall  arise;  or  in  case 
such  sheriff  or  chief  bailiff,  or  his  under-sheriff  or  deputj 
bailiff,  shall  be  immediately  interested  in  the  matter  in 
question,  then  to  one  of  the  coroners  of  the  said  county, 
parts,  or  isle,  not  being  so  interested  as  aforesaid,  com* 
manding  such  sheriff,  chief  bailiff,  or  coroner,  who  is  hereby 
required,  on  receiving  such  warrant  or  precept,  to  impannel, 
summon,  and  return  not  less  than  24,  nor  more  than  48, 
substantial  and  indifferent  persons  qualified  to  serve  od 
juries  within  his  jurisdiction;  and  the  persons  so  to  be 
impannelled,  summoned,  and  returned  as  aforesaid,  are 
hereby  required  to  appear  before  the  justices  of  the  peace 
of  the  county,  parts,  or  isle  from  wbich  they  shall  be  im- 
pannelled and  summoned,  at  some  Court  of  general  or 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  to  be  holden  in  and  for  such 
county,  parts,  or  isle,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  at  some  ad- 
journment thereof,  as  in  such  warrant  or  precept  shall  be 
directed,  and  to  attend  such  Court  from  day  to  day  until 
discharged  by  the  said  Court;  and  out  of  such  persons  so 
to  be  impannelled,  summoned,  and  returned  as  aforesaid,  a 
jury  of  twelve  men  shall  be  drawn  by  the  clerk  of  the  Court 
or  his  deputy,  in  such  manner  as  juries  for  trials  of  issues 
joined  in  his  majesty's  Courts  of  law  at  Westminster  are  by 
law  directed  to  be  drawn ;  and  in  case  a  sufficient  number 
of  the  said  persons  so  impannelled,  summoned,  and  re- 
turned as  aforesaid,  shall  not  appear  at  the  time  and  place 
appointed  as  aforesaid,  the  said  clerk  shall  return  other 
honest  and  indifferent  men  of  the  bye-standers  or  of  others 
who  can  be  speedily  procured  to  attend  that  service,  being 
so  qualified  as  aforesaid  to  make  up  the  said  jury  to  the 
number  of  twelve,  and  that  all  parties  concerned  shall  sad 
may  have  their  lawful  challenges  against  any  of  the  said 
jurymen,  but  shall  not  challenge  the  array;  and  the  said 
clerk  is  hereby  required,  upon  the  application  of  any  of  the 
said  parties  interested  in  the  matter  in  question,  to  summon 
before  the  said  justices  any  witnesses  touching  the  said 
matter,  and  may  authorise  the  said  jury,  or  any  three  or 
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more  of  tbem,  to  view, the  place  or  places  or  matter  or 
matters  id  question,  and  such  jury  shall  upon  their  oaths     jhe  Kuio 
(which  oaths  as  well  as  the  oaths  of  such  witnesses  the  said  v. 

justices  are  hereby  empowered  to  administer)  inquire  of,     signers  of 

aa&e&s,  and  award  and  give  a  verdict  for,  the  sum  or  sums  of     ^^  Nene 
'  ^  ®       .  .     '  Outfall. 

money  to  be  paid  by  the  said  commissioners  to  the  respec- 
tive bodies,  persons,  or  parties  interested,  as  a  compen- 
sation or  satisfaction  for  the  purchase  of  such  lauds,  sands, 
tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments  respectively,  or 
for  any  damage  which  shall  have  been  done  thereto  or  to  the 
parties  interested  therein  respectively;  and  the  said  justices 
shall  give  judgment  for  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  for 
which  such  verdict  of  the  said  jury  shall  have  been  so 
given  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  verdict  and  the  judgment 
thereupon  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  upon  all  bodies  politic,  corporate,  or  colle* 
giate,  and  upon  all  persons  and  .parties  whatsoever  inter* 
ested  therein,  provided  that  14  days'  notice  in  writing,  at 
the  least,  of  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  such  jury 
shall  be  so  summoned  to  attend  shall  have  been  given  to 
the  bodies  politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate,  or  to  the  persons 
interested  or  claiming  so  to  be,  before  the  time  of  the 
meeting  of  the  said  justices  and  jury  as  aforesaid,  by  leaving 
such  notices  at  the  dwelling-house  of  such  persons  respec- 
tively, or  of  the  head  officer  of  such  bodies  politic,  corpo* 
rate,  or  collegiate  respectively,  or  with  some  tenant  or 
occupier  of  the  premises  respectively  in  respect  of  which 
such  compensation  or  satisfaction  shall  be  intended  to  be 
assessed  as  aforesaid."  By  the  37th  section  of  the  same 
act  it  is  enacted,  "  that  the  several  verdicts  which  the  said 
respective  juries  shall  respectively  give  in  the  execution  of 
the  powers  hereby  vested  in  them  concerning  the  compen- 
sation or  satisfaction  to  be  made  for  the  value  of  any  lands, 
sandsf  tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments,  and  for 
any  injury  or  damage  sustained  or  to  be  sustained  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  distinct,  and  the  said  respective  juries  shall 
therein  and  thereby  distinguish  the  sum  or  sums  of  money 
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to  be  paid  for  the  value  of  any  such  lands,  sands,  tenements, 
buildings  or  other  hereditaments,  from  the  sum  or  sums  of 
9.  money  to  be  paid  for  any  such  injury  or  damage  as  afore- 

ITie  Collins-  8aid,  separately  and  apart  from  each  other,  and  also  shall 

SIGNERS   0¥  '        \  -"  \  .  i.  .  ,  r 

THE  Nenb     settle  what  shares  and  proportions  of  such  several  sums  of 
Outfall,     money  shall  be  allowed  and  paid  to  any  tenant  or  tenants 
or  other  person  or  persons  having  a  partial  estate,  tenn,  or 
interest  in  the  premises,  for  his,  her,  or  their  interest  or 
respective  interests  therein/'     By  the  39th  section  of  the 
said  act  it  is  enacted,  *'  that  the  said  commissioners  for 
executing  this  act,  or  their  said  committee,  shall  not,  nor 
shall  any  jury  to  be  summoned  by  virtue  of  this  act,  be 
allowed  to  receive  or  take  notice  of  any  complaint  or  com- 
plaints to  b^  made  by  any  body  or  bodies  or  person  or 
persons  whatsoever,  for  any  injury  or  damage  by  him,  her, 
or  them  really  sustained  or  supposed  to  be  sustained  in 
consequence  of  this  act,  or  of  any  thing  done  by  virtue 
hereof,  unless  notice  in  writing,  stating  the  particulars  of 
such  injury  or  damage,  and  the  amount  of  the  compensation 
or  satisfaction  claimed  in  respect  thereof,  shall  have  been 
given  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  body  or  bodies  or  person  or 
persons  to  the  said  commissioners  for  executing  this  act, 
or  their  said  committee,  or  to  the  clerk  of  the  said  commis* 
sioners,  within  the  space  of  two  calendar  months  next  after 
the  time  that  any  such  real  or  supposed  injury  or  damage 
shall  have  been  sustained  or  supposed  to  have  been  sus- 
tained,  or   the  doing  or  committing  thereof  shall  have 
ceased."     By  the  41st  section  of  the' same  act  it  is  further 
enacted,  "  that  all  and  every  bodies  or  body,  persons  or 
person,  requiring  a  jury  to  be  summoned  for  any  of  die 
purposes  hereinbefore  mentioned,  shall,  before  a  warrant 
or  precept  shall  be  issued  for  summoning  such  jury,  enter 
into  a  bond,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  to  the  said  com- 
missioners for  executing  this  act,  in  a  penalty  of  500/.,  with 
a  condition  to  pay  all  such  costs  and  expenses,  or  propor^ 
tionate  part  of  such  costs  or  expenses,  of  impannelling, 
aummoningi  and  returning  such  jury,   and   taking  such 
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verdict  and  obtaining  such  judgment  as  aforesaid,  as  they, 

he,  or  she  shall  be  liable  to  pay  according  to  the  provisions     j^^  Kino 

and  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act."     By  the  54th  v. 

-    ,  ,    ,    1  TheCoMMTS- 

section  of  the  act  it  is  enacted,  '*  that  upon  payment  or     signers  of 

legal  tender  of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  shall  have  theNene 
been  contracted  or  agreed  for  between  the  parties^  or  de- 
termined and  adjusted  by  any  jury  in  manner  aforesaid,  for 
the  purchase  of  any  such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings 
or  other  hereditaments,  or  as  a  compensation  for  damages, 
as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  to  the  proprietor  or  proprietors 
of  such  lands  and  premises  respectively,  or  such  other, per- 
son or  persons  as  shall  be  interested  therein,  or  entitled  to 
receive  such  money  or  compensation  respectively,  within 
one  calendar  month  next  after  the  same  shall  have  been  so 
agreed  for,  determined,  or  awarded,  as  aforesaid,  or  if  the 
person  or  persons  so  interested  or  entitled,  or  any  of  them, 
cannot  be  found,  or  shall  refuse  to  receive  the  same,  or 
shall  not  be  able  to  make  a  good  title  to  the  premises  for 
which  the  same  shall  be  due,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
commissioners  for  executing  this  act,  or  of  their  said  com- 
mittee, or  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  execute  a  conveyance 
or  conveyances  of  the  said  premises,  then  upon  payment  or 
investment  of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  into  or  in  the 
Bank  of  England,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  is  herein 
directed  or  authorised,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the 
said  commissioners  or  their  committee,  and  their  officers^ 
agents,  servants,  and  workmen,  immediately  to  enter  upon 
such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments 
respectively,  and  then  and  thereupon  the  same  lands,  sands, 
tenements,  buildings  and  other  hereditaments,  and  the  fee 
simple  .and  inheritance  thereof,  together  with  the  yearly 
profits  thereof,  and  all  the  estate,  use,  trust,  and  interest  of 
any  person  or  persons  therein,  shall  from  thenceforth  be 
vested  in  and  become  the  sole  property  of  the  said  commis- 
sioners for  executing  this  act,  to  and  for  the  purposes  of 
Jtbis  act  for  ever ;  and  such  tender,  payment,  or  investment 
shall  not  only  bar  all  right,  title,  claim,  interest  and  demand 
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1829.        of  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  or  interested  in  sach 
sum  or  sums  of  money,  but  also  shall  extend  to  and  shall 
be  deemed  or  construed  to  bar  the  dower  of  the  wife  of 
The  CoMicis-  every  such  person,  and  all  estates  tail  and  other  estates  in 

8IONEHS  OF  '^  '^  \ 

THE  Nene     reversion  and  remainder,  of  his,  her,  or  their  issue,  and  of 
UTFALL.     every  other  person  whatsoever,  and  all  other  estates,  rights, 
titles,  and  interests,  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder  and 
expectancy,  of  all  and  every  persons  and  person  Mrhotnso- 
ever,  of  and  in  the  said  premises.     Provided  nevertheless, 
that  before  such  payment,  tender,  or  investment  as  afore* 
said,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  said  commissioners  for 
executing  this  act,  or  their  said  committee,  or  for  any  per- 
son or  persons  acting  under  their  authority,  to  take  or  use 
any  such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  heredi* 
taments  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  without  the 
consent  of  the  respective  owners  and  occupiers  thereof." 
By  section  56  provision  is  made  for  the  deposit  of  the  map  or 
plan  of  the  intended  new  cut  or  channel,  and  the  lands  through 
which  the  same  was  intended  to  be  carried,  and  also  sche> 
dules  of  references,  in  certain  offices,  to  be  open  to  the 
inspection  of  all  persons  on  payment  of  certain  fees.    By 
section  57  the  commissioners  are  authorised  and  required 
to  set  out  and  make  the  proposed  new  cut  or  channel,  and 
all  necessary  drains,  sluices  and  tunnels ;  and  by  section  58 
the  direction  and  dimensions  of  the  cut  are  ascertained  and 
directed  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  map  or  plan.     By  the 
59th  section  of  the  act  it  is  enacted,  "  that  it  shall  and  maj 
be  lawful  for  the  said  commissioners  for  executing  this  act, 
and  for  their  said  committee  hereinbefore  appointed,  aod 
they  are  hereby  severally  fully  authorised  and  empowered 
to  take,  retain,  and  make  use  of  any  lands,  sands,  tenemeats, 
buildings  or  other  hereditaments,  which  according  to  the 
said  map  or  plan  and  schedule  shall  appear  to  be  required 
for  the  site  of  the  said  intended  new  cut  or  channel,  and 
the  banks,  forelands,  and  fences  thereof,  not  exceeding  250 
yards  in  breadth,  or  which  shall  be  or  be  situate  within  100 
yards  of  the  back  of  the  bank,  or  either  side  of  the  respective 
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boundary  lines  of  the  said  intended  new  cut  or  channel,  they, 
the  said  commissioners,  making  satisfaction  or  compensation     xh^KiNc 
for  such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  heredita- 
ments which  shall  be  so  taken  or  made  use  of  as  aforesaid  in 
the  manner  hereinbefore  directed  in  that  behalf;  but  that  the     the  Nene 
said  commissioners  or  their  said  committee  shall  not  take  or 
make  use  of  any  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other 
hereditaments,  for  the  site  of  the  said  intended  new  cut  or 
channel  of  any  of  the  banks,  forelands  or  fences  thereof, 
except  such  as  are  in  this  act  respectively  expressed  and 
authorised  to  be  taken  or  made  use  of,  unless  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  owner  or  owners  for  the  time  being  of  the 
lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other  hereditaments 
which  shall  be  so  taken  or  made  use  of  as  aforesaid,  except 
as  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  previously  given,  such  owner 
or  owners   being  at  the  time  of  giving  such  consent  seised 
of  or  entitled  to  such  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or 
Other  hereditaments  for  one  or  more  life  or  lives,  or  for  years 
determinable  on  some  life  or  lives,  or  for  some  estate  of 
freehold  or  inheritance  therein,  or  unless  it  shall  appear  to 
any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  acting  for  the  said 
Isle  of  Ely,  or  for  the  said  county  of  Norfolk,  or  for  the 
said   parts   of  Holland,  in   the   said  county   of  Lincoln, 
wherein  the  said  lands,  sands,  tenements,  buildings  or  other 
hereditaments  shall  lie  or  be  situate  as  the  case  may  be,  and 
shall  be  by  them  certified  in  writing  that  the  omission 
thereof  in  the  said  map  or  plan  or  schedules,  as  the  case 
shall   be,    proceeded  from  error  or  mistake.      The  Rev. 
Thomas  Leigh  Bennett,  at  whose  instance  this  rule  was 
obtained,  was  at  the  time  of  passing  the  act,  and  still  is,  lay 
impropriator  of  the  parish  of  Long  Sutton,  in  the  county 
of  Lincoln,  and  also  vicar  of  the  same  parish,  and  as  such 
lay  impropriator  and  vicar  entitled  to  the  great  or  rectorial 
tithes,  and  also  to  the  small  or  vicarial  tithes  of  the  same 
parish,  according  to  the  map  or  plan  and  schedules  of  refe- 
rence alluded  to  in  the  act  as  ascertaining  the  course  of  the 
proposed  new  cut  or  channel ;  that  new  cut  or  channel  will 
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18^9.        pass  through  the  tithable  lands  of  the  rectory  and  vicarage 
of  Long  Sutton,  which  have  hitherto  produced  com  or  grassi 
and  irom  whence  Mr.  Bennett  and  his  predecessors  have 
TheCoMHis-  ijggjj  accustomed  to  take  and  receive  great  and  small  tithes, 

SIOV  £R8  OF  ^  *'  , 

THE  N EVE  According  to  that  plan  upwards  of  200  acres  of  such  tithable 
UTFALL.  ||^„  jg  y^i\i  ]^g  taken  for  the  purposes  of  the  commissioners 
and  cut  away  for  the  making  of  the  proposed  new  cut,  and 
the  surface  destroyed  and  rendered  incapable  of  bearing 
com  and  grass.  Before  the  application  for  this  rule,  the 
commissioners^  by  their  workmen,  commenced  the  cutting 
away  of  the  tithable  lands  aforesaid  in  the  direction  of  the 
proposed  cut  and  according  to  the  map  or  plan ;  and  Mr. 
Bennett,  at  the  request  of  the  parties  to  whom  the  tithes 
were  leased,  made  a  reduction  of  5s.  per  acre  in  the  rent  at 
which  they  were  then  demised  throughout  the  parish ;  upon 
this,  Mr.  Bennett  made  to  the  commissioners  a  proposal  for 
a  certain  amount  of  compensation  to  be  made  to  him  in 
respect  of  the  premises,  which  was  declined  by  the  com- 
missioners on  the  ground  that  he  had  an  interest  only  in 
the  produce  of  the  soil  and  not  in  the  soil  itself,  and  that 
they  were,  therefore,  not  liable  to  make  any  compensation 
for  the  loss  of  tithes.  Mr.  Bennett  has  within  the  proper 
time  required  the  commissioners  to  summon  a  jury  under 
the  d6th  section  of  the  act  to  inquire  of,  assess,  award,  and 
give  a  verdict  for  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  them  to 
him  as  a  compensation  or  satisfaction  for  the  damage  which 
be  will  sustain  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  has  complied 
with  the  other  requisitions  of  the  act  preparatory  to  sach 
proceeding.  The  commissioners  and  their  committee  have 
refused  to  summon  such  jury  upon  the  ground  that  Mr. 
Bennett  is  not  a  party  entitled  to  any  compensation  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Upon  this  refusal  the  present 
rule  was  obtained. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
Mr.  Bennett,  as  lay  impropriator  and  vicar  of  the  parish  of 
Long  Sutton,  is,  under  the  act  above  cited,  7  &8  GtoA,  c. 
85,  entitled  to  compensation  in  respect  of  the  tithable  lands 
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of  the  parish  being  taken  and  cut  away  for  the  purposes  of        18S9. 

the  act  and  the  damage  he  will  sustain  as  such  lay  impro^ 

priator  and  vicar,  or  in  either  character,  thereby.     If  the 

Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  a  peremptory  '^^  ^*'*'"'^' 

SI  ONERS  Ow 

mandamus  is  to  issue ;  if  in  the  negative,  the  present  rule  is    the  Nene 
to  be  discharged.  Outfail. 

The  act  of  7  8c  8  Geo*  4,  c.  Ixxxv.  is  to  be  taken  as  part 
of  this  case ;  and  either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty,  on  the 
argument,  to  refer  to  any  of  its  clauses. 

Talfourdf  for  the  prosecution.  Mr.  BenneU  is  to  be 
compensated  on  two  grounds.  First,  he  is  entitled  to 
compensation  by  the  express  words  of  the  act  of  parliament 
under  which  the  commissioners  derive  their  authority,  on 
the  ground  that  the  word  '*  hereditaments"  includes  tithes. 
Secondly,  he  is  entitled  to  compensation  on  the  ground  of 
damage  done  to  the  rectory.  TJie  term  *'  hereditaments" 
may  be  limited  by  the  context ;  but  here  it  must  be  taken 
to  include  incorporeal  hereditaments  {a),  IBayley,  J. 
The  act  contains  no  clause  which  compels  the  commis* 
sioners  to  buy  what  they  do  not  want  for  the  purposes 
of  the  act.  You  must  shew  a  right  to  the  tithes  before 
they  arise.]  Mr.  Bennett  has  an  estate  in  the  tithes  before 
they  arise.  [Bayley^  J.  The  lands  would  not  lose  their 
tithable  quality  by  being  appropriated  to  the  purposes 
of  the  act.]  To  constitute  an  hereditament  it  is  only  ne- 
cessary that  there  be  a  descendible  estate.  Here  there  is 
a  descendible  estate,  and  that  estate  is  destroyed.  iBayky, 
J.  The  act  of  which  you  complain  prevents  the  tithes  from 

(a)«Bathaereditamentaro,here-  v.  Venn,  2  Roll.  Abr.  186;  The 

ditament,  is  the  largest  word  of  all  Marquess  of  Winchester's  case,  3 

in  that  kind,  for  whatsoever  may  Co.  Rep.  2  b.;  NiroiVrs  case,  7  Co. 

be  Joberited  is  an  hereditament,  be  Rep.  34  b.;   3  Inst.  19;    Wimbish 

it  corporeal  or  incorporeal,  real  or  v.  Talbois,  Plowd.  58;    Robertas 

personal  or  mixed.''    Co.Litt.6a.  case,    F.  Moore,   176,    pi.  310; 

And  see  Quare  impedit.  Dyer,  3^3  Gully  v.    Bishop    of   Exeter,    4 

b.   pi.  30;     West    Bodwin   case,  Bingh.290;   3  Com.  Dig.  Grant, 

iW.  360  b.  351  a;  Lord  Arundel  £.  1. 

VOL.  IV.  U  U 


CAS£S  IN  THE  KINGS  BENCH, 

arising.     Can  you  be  said  to  have  any  interest  in  land  be- 

The^KiKc     ^*"*®  ^'  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^"  *  certain  way  a  benefit  will  arise  to 

V.  you  ?]     It  was  said  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  a  late  case  (a)  that 

uoMERs  OP     ^^tatutes  must  be  construed  by  looking  not  at  the  preamble 

THE  Nene     Qf  at  the  words  of  one  particular  clause  alone,  but  at  the 

OVTFALL* 

language  of  the  whole,  and  if  in  the  preamble  or  any  one 
clause  there  are  found  expressions  less  large  and  eiteasi?e 
than  in  other  parts,  and  upon  a  view  of  the  whole  it  appears 
that  the  larger  and  more  extensive  expressions  used  in  other 
parts  best  shew  what  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was, 
then  it  is  a  duty  to  give  effect  to  the  larger  expressioos, 
notwithstanding  the  more  limited  phrases  which  may  be 
found  in  other  places.  The  Court  must  look  at  the 
whole  act,  and  form  their  judgment  upon  it  as  a  whole* 
[Bay ley,  J.  We  are  bound  to  construe  a  statute  of  this 
nature  as  if  it  were  a  private  conveyance  from  A*  to  Bi 
Questions  of  this  kind  must  constantly  arise  upon  canal 
acts.]  Parties  are  entitled  to  compensation  for  rights  of 
common,  and  the  commoner  would  become  entided  under 
the  term  hereditaments  So  of  rights  of  way.  [Parke,  J* 
The  parties  entitled  to  compensation  are  persons  who 
would  have  had  a  right  of  action  if  the  acts  in  re- 
spect of  which  they  claim  compensation  had  been  done 
without  the  authority  of  the  legislature.  All  these  acts  of 
parliament  are  in  the  nature  of  private  agreements.  Lord 
Mansfield  says,  "  The  legislature  only  lends  its  aid  to  the 
agreement  of  the  parties."  A  rector  would  have  no  right  of 
action  if  pasture  were  turned  into  arable,  although  such 
alteration  might  seriously  lessen  the  amount  of  his  tithes; 
Bay  ley,  J.  Could  Mr.  Bennett  have  brought  an  action 
against  the  proprietors  of  these  lands  for  selling  them  to 
the  commissioners  for  a  purpose  not  producing  tithes,  or 
in  order  to  be  thrown  into  the  sea?  Suppose  it  were  stated 
in  a  declaration  by  the  rector  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
sold  land  to  be  applied  to  a  purpose  from  which  no  tithes 

(a)  Doe  V.  Brandling,  ante,  \.  605. 


The  King 

The  Commis- 
sioners OF 
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could  arise,  could  such  a  declaration  be  supported  ?  Legal 
injuries  only  are  to  be  compensated.  You  may  remember 
a  case  in  which  the  lord  of  the  manor^  being  on  bad  teims 
with  the  rector,  suffered  all  the  lands  in  the  parish  to  lie 
waste.]  Supposing  the  whole  parish  to  be  taken  away,  it  the  Nene 
could  not  be  contended  that  the  rector  had  sustained  no 
damage.  The  question  is  whether  by  the  term  "  party  in- 
terested/' the  Court  is  bound  down  to  the  strict  meaning  of 
the  phrase  **  legal  interest/' 

T.  Clarkson,  contrs^,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Bayley,  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  act  is  to  be 
construed,  as  all  other  private  acts  ought  to  be,  as  if  it  were 
a  private  agreement.     The  parties  who  are  to  agree  are 
persons  who  shall  be  seised,  possessed  or  interested  of  or 
in  any  lands,  tenements,  buildings,  or  hereditaments  which 
shall  be  wanted  for  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid.    This 
clause  must  apply  where  there  is  a  legal  interest,  which  the 
parties  are  by  the  act  enabled  to  part  with,  and  it  applies 
to  those  persons  only  who  are  seised,  possessed,  or  in- 
terested.    I  cannot  say  that  the  lay  impropriator  or  the 
vicar  is  interested  in  the  land.     If  it  be  contended  that  the 
right  exists,  it  will  be  proper  to  see  whether  there  is  any 
remedy  for  the  invasion  of  the  right.     It  has  been  put  what 
the  case  would  be  if  the  whole  parish  were  so  dealt  with ; 
that  is  an  argument  to  be  addressed  to  the  legislature,  not 
to  a  court  of  law. 

L«iTTLEDALE,  J.—- 1  do  not  remember  a  single  instance 
in  which  a  rector  has  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion for  loss  of  tithe  occasioned  by  land  being  applied  to  a 
purpose  which  rendered  it  incapable  of  producing  tithe.  I 
never  beard  of  such  a  clause  in  any  act  of  parliament;  and 
without  such  a  clause  the  rector  would  certainly  not  be 
so  entitled.  Tithes  are  not  a  species  of  hereditament  con- 
templat^d  by  the  act;  the  tithe  owner  has  no  right  to  tithes 

V  V  2 
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1899.         until  they  are  absolutely  renewed^    Then  the  compensation 
Tl    King     ^^^  damage  spokeq  of  in  the  act, must  mean  a  legal  damage, 
V.  such  a  damage  as  Mr.  Bennett  might  have  brought  an 

8IOKERS  o'jT  action  for,  if  it  had  been  occasioned  by  the  proprietor,  with- 
THE  Nene  out  the  iutervention  of  an  act.  The  tithe  owner  may  be  said 
to  sustain  damage  by  reason  of  the  land  not  being  cultivated; 
but  that  is  not  such  a  damage,  as  the  law  recognises.  If  a 
clause  had  been  introduced  into  the  act  for  the  benefit 
of  the  rector,  it  would  probably  have  been  to  give  bioi 
some  part  of  the  compensation  assessed  in  respect  of  the 
land ;  in  this  act  the  whole  compensation  is  given  to  the 
landowner. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  applicatioa 
is  resisted  on  two  grounds.     First,  that  it  was  the  land  io 
question  that  was  wanted  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  tithes 
not  being  wanted  by  the  commissioners.     Secondly,  that 
the  parties  are  not  strictly  interested.    This  is  an  act  ena* 
bling  persons  to  sell,  and  compelling  them  to  submit  to  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  in  case  they  cannot  agree  with  the  commis- 
sioners.    It  is  said  that  a  different  construction  must  be 
put  upon  this  clause,  from  the  supposed   intention  of  the 
legislature.    I  do  not  think  that  any  such  intention  appears. 
The  object  of  the  act  was  to  enable  and  compel  parties  to 
sell.    After  a  sale  for  these  purposes,  no  claim  for  damages 
can  be  supported.     No  person  who  consented  to  the  ap- 
propriation of  his  land  for  this  purpose  would  be  liable  to 
an  action  for  so  doing.     The  meaning  of  the  clause  was 
not  to  arm  the  commissioners  with  power  to  do  that  which 
they  could  not  have  done  without     A  right  of  way  or 
common   would  entitle  the  owner  to  compensation;  the 
rector  or  vicar  is  not  so  entitled.     There  is  no  reason  for 
putting  a  different  construction  upon  the  word  interest  in 
this  statute  from  that  which  it  would  bear  in  other  cases. 
I  do  not,  therefore,  think  Mr.  Bennett  entitled  to  the  com- 
pensation claimed.     If  the  proprietors  of  lands  had  made 
the  cut  without  the  intervention  of  the  act,  no  legal  injarr 
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would  have  accrued  to  Mr.  Bennett;  he  could  not  have  i829. 

maintained  any  action  against  them.     I  do  not  think  Mr.  ^"^s^^^ 

Bennett  entitled  to  any  compensation  either  for  lands  taken  «. 

for  the  purpose  of  the  act,  or  for  any  damage  done  to  lands  "^^  Coiimis- 

.                        .                                                           JO  SIGNERS  OP 

by  the  execution  of  the  works.  the  N cms 

Outfall. 


Pike  v.  Eyre  and  others. 

Trespass,   for  breaking  and   entering  the    plaintiff's  A  demise  from 

shop.     Plea,  that  one  Stokes  being  seised  in   fee  of  the  ^eneraUrbya 

shop,  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespass,  to  wit,  tenant  from 

on  the  £6th  July,  1826,  demised  to  the  defendant  Hewett,  l^XnU:^^""^' 

to  hold  from  year  to  year  so  long  as  they  should  respec-  effect,a  demise 

tively  please,  by  virtue  whereof  Hewett  entered,  and  was  venr,  dwring 

possessed    of  the  shop  as  tenant  to  Stokes;  and  that  the  tf^e continuance 

,  .     .^     .   .     .  .  ,  ofhuch  tenant's 

plamtiff  c  laimmg  title  under  colour  of  a  pretended  charter  term,  and  may 

of  demise^  entered,  &c.     Replication,  that  before  the  tres-  ^\J^^^^ 

pass,  and   while  Hewett  was  in  possession,  to  wit,  on  the  such. 

25tli  December,  1826,  Hewett  demised  the  premises  to  the 

plaintiff  "  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  for 

one  whole  year  from  thence  next  ensuing  and  fully  to  be 

complete  and  ended,  and  so  from  year  to  year  as  long  as 

they  should  respectively  please  during  the  continuance  of 

the  said  demise  thereof  to  Hewett  from  Stokes ;"  by  virtue 

whereof  the  plaintiff  entered  and  was  possessed  at  the  time 

of  the  trespass.     Rejoinder,  taking  issue  on  the  demise, 

modo  et  form&,  and  concluding  to  the  country.     At  the 

trial  before  Parke,  J.  at  the  Oxford  summer  assizes,  1828, 

a  demise  by  Hewett  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  shop  from  year 

to  year  generally  was  proved ;  but  that  demise  was  not 

limited  to  the  continuance  of  Hewett's  interest,  nor  was  the 

nature  of  that  interest  mentioned  in  it.     It  was  objected 

for  the  defendants  that  the  evidence  failed  to  support  the 

replication  in  two  respects,  first,  as  not  shewing  that  the 
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1829.  contract  between  Hewett  and  the  plaintiff  limited  the 
plaintiff's  interest  to  the  continuance  of  Hewetl^s  interest; 
and  secondly,  (if  it  must  be  taken  that  the  legal  effect  only 
of  the  contract,  and  not  the  real  contract  itself  was  stated,) 
as  shewing  that  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract  was  not  truly 
stated.  The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff,  but  gave  the  defendants  liberty  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 

Jervisy  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  moved  accordingly,  and 
renewed  both  objections,  citing  in  support  of  the  second 
the  case  of  Pleasant  v.  Benson  (a).  The  Court  were  dearly 
of  opinion  that  the  replication  must  be  taken  to  state  the 
legal  effect  of  the  contract  only,  and  not  the  contract  itself, 
and,  therefore,  refused  the  rule  on  the  first  ground  ;  but  on 
the  second  ground  they  granted  a  rule  nisi,  against  which 

Peake,  Seijt.,  and  Talfourd,  now  shewed  cause.  Hetoeit 
could  only  demise  daring  the  continuance  of  his  own  in- 
terest; the  demise,  therefore,  is  properly  limited  to  the 
continuance  of  Hewett^s  interest,  and  is  correctly  stated 
according  to  its  legal  effect.  When  this  rule  was  moved 
for,  Pleasant  v.  Benson  was  relied  upon  as  shewing  that  the 
plaintiff's  interest  might  continue  beyond  that  of  ^eiof//, 
in  case  Hewett  surrendered  his  term  to  his  landlord  pending 
that  of  the  )>laintiff ;  but  the  case  does  not  bear  out  the 
proposition.  There,  tenant  from  year  to  year  underlet 
part  of  the  premises,  and  then  gave  up  to  his  landlord  the 
part  remaining  in  his  own  possession,  without  either  re- 
ceiving a  regular  notice  to  quit  the  whole,  or  giving  notice 
to  quit  to  his  sub- lessee,  or  even  surrendering  that  part  in 
the  name  of  the  whole.  It  was  held  that  the  landlord 
could  not  entitle  himself  to  recover  against  the  sub-lessee, 
there  being  no  privity  of  contract  between  them,  upon 
giving  half  a  year's  notice  to  quit  in  his  own  name,  and  not 
in  the  name  of  the  first  lessee :  for  as  to  the  part  so  under- 
(<i)  14  East,  934. 
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let,  the  original  tenancy  still  continued  undetermined.  1BS9. 
Properly  considered,  that  case  rather  shews  that  the  demise  p^^^ 
in  the  replication  is  correctly  stated  in  this  case ;  for  if  v. 

Stokes  had  determined  Hewett^s  tenancy  by  a  regular  notice 
to  quit,  he  would  thereby  have  determined  the  plaintiff's 
tenancy  also ;  but  a  surrender  by  HeweU  of  his  interest 
would  have  had  no  such  effect,  because  HeweU*s  tenancy 
would  still  have  subsisted  for  the  purpose  of  supporting 
that  of  the  plaintiff.  Suppose  such  a  surrender  to  have 
been  made,  the  plaintiff  would  still  continue  tenant  not  to 
Stokes,  but  to  Hewett,  who  would  be  the  only  person  en* 
titled  to  distrain :  in  every  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  the 
demise  to  the  plaintiff  was  a  demise  during  the  continuance 
of  Hetpelt's  interest  only. 

Jervis  and  Folhtt,  coutrd.  There  is  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  demise  laid  in  the  replication  and  that  proved 
in  evidence,  for  the  former  was  a  demise  from  year  .to  year, 
during  the  continuance  of  another  demise,  and  the  latter 
was  a  demise  from  year  to  year,  absolutely.  Now  those 
are  two  very  different  things.  For  instance,  a  demise  from 
year  to  year,  absolutely,  would  continue  notwithstanding  a 
surrender  by  the  party  demising;  Co,  Litt.  358,  b ;  Doe  v. 
Pyke  (a).  So,  it  would  continue  beyond  the  existing  de- 
mise if  the  interest  of  the  termor  merged  in  some  greater 
interest,  as  by  his  purchasing  the  fee.  A  lease  for  21  years, 
made  by  tenant  for  life,  would  be  ill  described  in  pleading 
as  a  lease  for  21  years,  determinable  at  the  death  of  the 
lessor;  yet  that  is  a  parallel  case  with  the  present.  At  any 
rate  the  demise  as  pleaded  here,  reserves,  impliedly,  to 
Hewett,  power  to  determine  the  demise  at  any  time,  by 
determining  his  own  tenancy ;  which  certainly  cannot  be 
supported  by  evidence  of  a  general  demise,  not  referring  to 
any  superior  tenancy.  The  case  of  Pleasant  v.  Benson  (6) 
is  decisive  of  the  present. 

(a)  5  M.  &  S.  146.  (6)  14  East,  284. 
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1829.  The  Court   took  time   to  consider  of  their  judgment, 

p  which  was  now  delivered  by 


V. 

£t&i. 


Bayley^  J. — The  only  question  in  this  case  was,  whe^ 
ther  the  averment  in  the  replication,  upon  which  issue  was 
taken,  was  sustained  by  the  evidence.  That  averment  was, 
that  while  HeweU  was  possessed,  under  the  demise  made 
to  him  by  Stokes,  he  demised  to  the  plaintiflf  for  one  year, 
and  so  from  year  to  year,  ^  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  demise  to  Hewett  from  Stokes.**  The  evidence  was  of 
a  demise  by  Hewett  to  the  plaintiflf  from  year  to  year  gene- 
rally. We  are  of  opinion  that  the  replication  does  not 
profess  to  describe  the  actual  contract  between  the  parties; 
but  that  it  merely  intends  to  plead,  as  it  properly  ought  to 
do.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (C),  43,  the  demise  according  to 
its  legal  eflfect.  That  being  so,  the  question  is  whe&ertbis 
was  the  legal  eflfect  of  the  general  demise  by  Hewett.  We 
feel  it  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  replication  is  to 
be  taken  to  state  all  the  interest  that  passed ;  for  assuming 
that  it  is,  we  think  it  does  correctly  state  it.  It  was  argued 
that  it  does  not,  because  the  incidents  or  qualities  of  a  term 
from  year  to  year  granted  by  a  termor  from  year  to  year 
generalli/,  are  diflferent  from  those  of  a  term  granted  by  him, 
during  the  continuance  of  his  own  term*  We  are,  however, 
of  opinion  that  the  incidents  or  qualities  of  this  demise  are 
not  misdescribed.  First,  it  was  said,  that  the  term  from 
year  to  year  granted  to  the  under-lessee,  generally,  would 
continue,  though  the  lessee  surrendered  his  term,  or  merged 
It;  that  is,  that  it  would  continue  longer  than  during  tk 
continuance  of  the  demise  to  the  lessee:  but  not  so  a  demise 
made  during  the  continuance  of  the  first  demise ;  and  Co. 
Litt.  338,  b.  was  cited.  Now  the  authority  gives  an 
answer  to  the  objection,  for  it  says,  **  but  having  regard  to 
strangers  who  were  not  parties  or  privies  thereunto,  lest  by 
a  voluntary  surrender  they  may  receive  prejudice,  touch- 
ing any  right  or  interest  they  bad  before  the  surrender, 
the  estate   surrendered   hath,  in  comideration  of  law,  a 
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continuance.^*  Therefore,  though  Hewett  might  have  sur- 
rendered, his  estate,  as  regards  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiflF,  would  have  continued :  and  in  either  case,  the  demise 
by  Heivett  would  continue  daring  the  cotitinuance,  io 
legal  effect,  of  his  term,  nud  no  longer.  Then,  secondly, 
it  was  said,  that  a  term  granted  generally  would  continue 
after  the  expiration  of  the  first  tenancy  by  efflux  of  time,  if 
tbe  termor  had  previously  purchased  the  fee;  but  not  so  a 
term  granted  during  the  amtinu^nce  of  his  term.  The 
answer  is,  that  it  wbuld  be  good  by  estoppel  only,  and  this 
18  not  a  demise  by  indenture,  which  is  essential  to  an  estop- 
pel. A  third  objection  was  founded  upon  an  assumed 
analogy  between  demises  from  year  td  year,  and  leases  by 
tenants  for  life.  But  there  is  really  no  such  analogy.  Such 
estates  are,  in  contemplation  of  law,  of  longer  duration  than 
estates  for  years ;  and  an  interest  for  years,  however  long, 
passes  from  a  grantor  seised  for  life.  Lastly,  it  was  ob- 
jected, that  the  terms  used  in  the  replication,  that  Hewett 
demised  "  to  hold  during  the  continuance  of  his  own 
demise,''  properly  describe  a  demise  in  which  he  reserves 
to  himself  the  power  of  determining  his  own  estate  when 
he  pleases  by  surrender;  and  that  the  proof  was  of  a 
demise  reserving  no  such  power*  But  we  think  the  terms 
used  in  th^  replication  mean  during  the  continuance  of  the 
demise  to  Hewett,  ffom  year  to  year  in  its  ordinary  course. 
For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  replication 
properly  describes  the  legal  effect  of  the  demise  which  was 
proved  at  the  trial,  and,  therefore,  that  the  rule  for  entering 
a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1899* 
N^K^^       Dob,  od  the  demise  of  VV.  Wilkins,  r.  The  Marquess  of 

Cleveland  and  J.  Parsley. 

Livery  of  seisin  EJECTMENT  for  a  cottage  and  garden  situate  in  the 
bipwuraer'  P*''"'^  ^f  Wrington,  in  the  county  of  Somerset.  Atlbc 
from  a  feoffee's  trial  before  Gaseiee,  J.,  at  the  Lent  assizes  for  that  county» 
I^  than  IB29»  the  case  was  this: — The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was 

twenty  years,     the  heir  at  law  of  one  J.  Willdns,  who  died  24th  February, 

Au  indorse* 
ment  on  a         1817.     The  defendant,  the  Marquess  of  Cleveland,  was  lord 

5^dSwlSJd  *^  of  the  manor  of  Wrington.    The  site  of  the  cottage  and  the 

seisin  in  the      garden  in  question  had  been  once  part  of  the  waste  of  the 

w^mTevrdence'  n>anor.     It  had  been  inclosed,  and  was,  in  1790,  in  die 

of  the  fact,       possession  of  one  C.  Lovell,  who  exercised  acts  of  owoer- 

^ty  out  of      ship  upon  it.     He  remained  in  possession  till  1812,  but  by 

whose  posses-  indenture  of  13th  of  January,  1811,  made  between  him  and 
sion  the  feoff- 
ment comes,     J*  Wilkins,  in  consideration  of  5L  5s*  paid  to  Ltnell  by 

Sotdlim'^'^  J.  Wilkins,  Lovell  gave,  granted,  sold,  aliened,  enfeoffed 
under  it.  and  confirmed  to  J,  Wilkins,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that 

plot,  piece,  or  strip  of  garden  ground  then  in  the  possession 
of  Lovell,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Wrington,  in  the  county 
of  Somerset,  bounded  as  therein  mentioned,  together  with 
all  ways,  &c.,  to  hold  to  and  to  the  use  of  J»  Wilkins,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  The  deed  contained  a  general 
warranty  of  title,  and  a  power  of  attorney  from  Lovell  to  R, 
and  T.  Gallop  jointly,  and  to  either  of  them  separately,  to 
enter  upon  the  premises  and  deliver  seisin.  The  deed  was 
executed  by  Lovell,  and  attested  by  two  witnesses.  There 
^as  a  receipt  indorsed  and  signed,  and  a  "  memorandum  that 
on  the  8th  of  February,  1812,  peaceable  and  quiet  posses- 
sion and  seisin  were  taken  and  delivered  by  22.  Gallop,  one 
of  the  attorneys  within  named,  to  the  within  named  J.  Wil* 
kins,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  within  deed. 
Witness,  the  mark  X  <^f  ^*  Chard.*'  This  memorandum,  the 
attestation  excepted,  was  proved  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of 
12.  Gallop;  it  was  not  shewn  by  whom  the  attestation  was 
written.  R,  and  T.  Gallop  were  proved  to  be  dead,  but  no 
account  of  any  sort  was  given  of  Chard,    J.  Wilkins  took 
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possession  of  the  land,  and  built  a  cottage  upon  it,  which  he 
let  to  one  Dyer,  from  Lady-day,  1814,  at  six  guineas  a  year, 
and  received  the  rent  as  long  as  he,  J,  Wifkins,  lived :  he 
died  in  February,  1817*  His  widow  received  the  rent  from 
that  time  to  Lady-day,  1820,  when  the  defendant  J.  Parsley 
became  tenant,  and  she  received  the  rent  from  that  time 
until  and  after  the  granting  of  a  lease,  on  £5th  September, 
1825,  by  the  defendant  the  Marquess  of  Cleveiand,  for  her 
life,  which  she  accepted,  and  delivered  up  the  feoffment  to 
bis  steward.  The  defendants  had  .agreed,  before  the  trial, 
to  produce  and  admit  the  execution  of  the  feoffment,  which 
was  done  by  them  accordingly.  It  was  contended  for  the 
defendants,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  not  proved 
any  livery  of  seisin.  It  was  answered,  that  livery  of  seisin 
might  be  presumed  from  the  possession  which  had  followed 
the  deed  from  1812  to  1820.  The  learned  Judge  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  presume  livery  of  seisin,  and  they  found  for  the 
plaintiff.  Leave  was  given  to  the  defendants  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  and  a  rule  nisi  having  afterwards  been 
obtained  accordingly, 

Merewet/ier,  Serjt.,  and  Erie,  now  shewed  cause.  It  is 
laid  down  in  Bacon's  Abridgement  (a),  that  "  if  a  deed  of 
feoffment  be  proved,  and  the  possession  have  gone  along 
with  the  deed,  then  the  livery  shall  be  presumed,  though  it 
be  not  proved ;  for  where  there  has  been  possession  in  the 
manner  that  the  deed  sets  forth,  it  founds  a  very  strong 
presumption  that  the  possession  was  delivered  in  the  manner 
that  the  deed  sets  forth ;  for  that  there  should  be  a  contract 
to  transfer  possession,  and  that  possession  should  go  ac^ 
cording  to  that  contract,  are  such  concurring  circumstances 
as  cannot  be  accounted  for,  unless  the  possession  was  trans- 
ferred according  to  the  contract,  and  consequently  the  livery 
of  seisin  must  be  supposed  by  the  jury."  Now  in  this  case 
the  execution  of  the  deed  of  feoffment  was  admitted ;  and 
it  was  proved  that  the  possession  was  transferred  according 

(o)  2  Bac.  Abr.  "  Evidence,"  648. 
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1990.  to  the  contract  stated  in  the  deed  of  feoflfment.  That  evi- 
dence raised  the  presumption  of  livery  of  seisin,  and  that 
presumption  was  properly  left  to  the  jury.  But  it  vrill  be 
said,  that  as  there  was  an  attesting  witness  to  the  memo- 
randum of  livery  of  seisin  indorsed  upon  the  deed  of  feoff- 
men  t»  he  ought  to  have  been  produced,  or  his  absence  ac^ 
counted  for.  The  answer  is,  that  the  deed  of  feoffment 
was  produced  by  the  defendants,  and  that  it  is  an. esta- 
blished rule,  that  if  an  adverse  party  who. produces  a  deed 
takes  any  beneficial  interest  under  it,  or  has  recognised  it  as 
a  valid  instrument,  the. party  calling  for.the  deed  is  relieved 
•  from  the  duty  of  proving  its  execution :  Pearce  Y..Hooper{a), 
Orrs.  Morice{b),  Burnett  v.  Iafnch{fi\  Doe  v,  Hemmmgii)' 
Here,  the  Marquess  of  Cleveland  has  undoubtodly  ackoow* 
ledged  the  deed  of  feoffment  as  a  valid  instrument,  by 
granting  Mrs.  Wilkins  a  beneficial  lease  as  a  consideration 
for  her  delivering  up  tha.deed  of  feoffment;  and  perhaps  Jie 
may  have  become  beneficially  interested  in  the  deed,  forjhe 
interest  which  Wilkins  formerly  had,  may,. by  the  arrange- 
ment  alluded  to,  have  passed  to  him,  the  Marquess. 

Bompas,  Serjt.,  pontra.  The  men^omndMm  of  liveiy  of 
seisin  indorsed  upon  the  deed  of  feoffment  being  attested, 
the  fact  of  livery  should  have  been  proved  by  the  attesting 
witness.  The  presumption  arising  from  possession  is.not 
evidence  of  livery  without  due  proof  of  the  deed  of  feoff- 
ment, and  there  was  not  such  proof  here.  The  pass^e 
cited  from  Bacon* s  Abridgement  is  not  to  be  found  in  the 
early  editions  of  that  work ;  they  speak  of  presumption  ia 
a  case  like  the  present,  in  terms  similar.to  those  used  intbe 
first  Institute  (e),  where  it  is  said,  " in  the  case  of  a^charter 
of  feoffment,  if  all  the  witnesses  to  the  deed  be  dead,  (as  no 
man  can.  keep  his  witnesses  alive,  and  time  weareth  out  all 
men,)  then  violent  presumption,  which  stands  for  a  proof, 

(a)  3  Taunt.  60.  (c)  8D.&R.S68;  5B.&C.589. 

(()  6  J.  B.  Moore,  S47;  d  Brod.  ((Q  9  D. &  R.  15;  6  B. &  C.  S8. 
&  Bingh.  139.  (f)  Co.  litu  6  b. 
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18  cootinual  and  quiet  possession;  for,  ex  diuturnitate  tern-        18?9. 
poris  omnia  prsesamuntur  solemntter  esse  acta."     Now,  in      ^•^^^'^^^ 
order  to  constitute  this  violent  presumption,  the  continual  «. 

and  quiet  possession  ought  to  extend  over  a  period  of,  at  Clevelaud. 
least,  twenty  years.    In  Isack  v.  Clarke  (a),  Coke,  C.  J.,  said, 
"  If  a  deed  of  feoffment  be  given  in  evidence  to  have  been 
mnde  forty  years  past,  but  it  cannot  be  proved  that  livery 
was  made,  yet  if  possession  has  all  along  gone  with  the 
deed,  this  is  good  evidence  to  the  jury."     In  Biden  v.  Love^ 
day  (6)  it  is  said,  that  after  long  possession,  as  for  twenty-^ 
Jhe  yeara,  livery  of  seisin  shall  be  presumed.     In  Bees  v. 
Lloyd  (c),  M'Donaidf  C.  B.,  expressed  his  opinion  that  it 
might  be  presumed  after  twenty  years'  possession.     Now, 
in  the  present  case,  only  seventeen  years  have  elapsed  since 
the  execution  of  the  feoffment;  and  for  the  last  three  or 
four  years  the  premises  have  been  held  under  a  lease  granted 
by  the  Marquess  of  Cleveland.   Neither  was  the  necessity  of 
strict  proof  of  the  deed  by  the  plaintiff  waived  in  this  case 
hy  the  fact  of  its  coming  out  of  the  possession  of  the  de- 
fendants.    The  cases  cited  upon  that  point  are  all  distin- 
guishable from  the  present;  for  here  the  Marquess  of  CVere- 
land  nevier  either  admitted  the  validity  of  the  deed  or  claimed 
laay  interest  under  it;  besides,  here  it  was  the  plaintiff's 
duty  to  prove  not  merely  the  execution  of  the  deed,  but  a 
fact  independent  of  it,  namely,  livery  of  seisin. 


(a)  1  Roll.  Rep.  59;    S.  C.  per  sion  continued;  this  may  well  bo 
nofo.    iMaaek  v.  Clark,  2  Bulstr.  given  in  evidence  to  a  jury,  but 
306 ;  F.  Moore,  841,  pi.  1136;  10  not  good  in  pleading,  for  no  judge 
Co.  Rep.  S6y  7.     And  see  2  Bulstr.  dares  say  to  a  jury,  that  if  no  li- 
314,  where  Cokty  C.  J.,  is  reported  very  was  made,  that  yet  this  is  a 
to  have  said,  ''Ifa  deed,  purporting  good  deed." 
a  feoffment,  be  brought  before  any  (6)  Vern.  196,  cited, 
judge  in  trial,  made^or/y  years  be-  (c)  VVightwick,  123.     Set  Jack- 
fore,  and  the  possession  gone  con-  ton  v.  Jackson,  Fitz-Gibbon,  147; 
cinaally  vrilh  the  deed,  this  is  good  Throckmorton   v.  Tracy,    Plowd. 
evidence  to  a  jury  to  6nd  with  the  149;  Burgh  v.  Francis,  1  Eq.Ca. 
deed,  1  If .  8.    A  charter  of  feoff-  Abr.  320. 
roent  made^  and  ever  since  posses- 
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1899.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J. — The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 

must  recover  by  the  strength  of  his  own  title.     In  this  case 
he  claims  as  heir  at  law,  and  must  therefore  shew  a  freehold 
interest  either  in  himself  or  in  his  ancestor.  The  proper  mode 
would  have  been  to  shew  that  Lovell  enfeoffed  his  ancestor. 
I  must  not  be  understood  as  deciding  that  even  if  a  feoff- 
ment and  livery  of  seisin  had  been  duly  proved,  it  would 
have  constituted  a  good  title  under  the  drcumstances  of 
this  case.     But  supposing  that  it  would,  still,  in  order  to 
make  a  good  title  by  feoffment,  there  must  be  liveiy  of 
seisin.     In  this  case  a  charter  of  feoffment  was  admitted; 
and  the  question  is  whether  livery  of  seisin  was  proved,  or 
could  be  presumed.     The  period  at  which  the  feoffment  was 
m^dCf  only  seventeen  years  before,  was  certainly  not  such  as 
to  warrant  the  jury  in  presuming  that  livery  had  been  made. 
The  memorandum  indorsed  on  the  feoffment  purports  that 
one  Chard  was  present  and  saw  livery  of  seisin  given ;  but  that 
is  no  evidence  of  the  fact:  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
that  memorandum  should  not  have  been  received  in  evi- 
dence.    It  is  said  that  as  the  deed  came  out  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  prove 
the  fact  attested  by  Chard.     Now  the  land  sought  to  be 
ecovered  was  originally  part  of  the  waste,  which  belonged 
to  the  Marquess  of  Cleveland  as  lord  of  the  manor.    The 
probability,  therefore,  is,  that  the  Marquess  claimed  the  land, 
and  that  Mrs.  Wilkins,  to  prevent  disputes,  agreed  to  deliver 
up  the  feoffment,  and  to  accept  a  lease  for  her  life.    But 
the  Marquess  never  claimed  any  interest  under  tbe  feoffment, 
and  never  admitted  it  to  be  a  valid  instrument;  therefore 
the  fact  of  its  coming  out  of  his  possession  did  not  relieve 
the  plaintiff  from  the  duty  of  proving  its  execution.    There 
was,  therefore,  in  this  case  no  proof  of  livery  of  seisin, 
which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  in  order  to  make 
out  a  title;  but  as  his  legal  advisers  may  have  supposed 
that  the  admission  of  the  feoffment  extended  to  the  livery 
of  seisin,  I  think  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute  for  a 
new  trial  only,  and  not  for  a  nonsuit. 
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Batley,  J. — I  also  think  there  should  be  a  new  trial  in 
this  case.  The  indorsement  on  the  feoffment  was  a  mere 
memorandum  that  Gallop  did  a  particular  act  in  the  presence 
of  Chard:  as  such  it  was  not  receivable  in  evidence. 
Neither  was  it  receivable  in  evidence  on  the  ground  that 
the  feoffment  came  out  of  the  possession  of  the  opposite 
party,  because  the  defendants  did  not  claim  under  the  feoff-^ 
ment. 

LiTTLEDALE^  J.  coucurred  (fl)* 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  triaK 

(a)  Parke,  J.,  was  sitting  at  Nisi  Prias. 


Codling  v.  Johnson. 

Trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  plaintiff's  close  A  plea  of  way 
with  horses,  carts,  8cc.     Plea,  a  prescriptive  right  of  way  in  over  j4.  to  B. 

one  Bourne,  for  himself  and  his  servants,  tenants  and  occur  ^^  not  dis- 
proved by 
piers  of  a  certain  close,  from  a  certam  highway  over  the  locus  shewing  that 

in  quo,  to  the  said  close  of  Bourne;  justifying  as  his  ser-  ^  l^^^^^f 

vant,  and  by  his  command.     Traverse  of  the  right  of  way.  a  common  in- 

At  the  trial  before  D'Oj/ley,  Serjt.,  at  the  Nottinghamshire  ^^^  ^ct  ofpaiw 

summer  assizes,  1828,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  Bourne's  liament,  and 

.       allotted  to  tho 
close  was,  down  to  177 1»  part  of  an  open  common,  which  party  under 

was  inclosed  in  that  year  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Y ^'J*"^^*^^ 
parliament,  and  that  that  close  was  allotted  to  Bourne's  justifies. 
ancestor.  The  defendant  proved  the  user  of  the  way  by 
persons  having  a  right  of  common  over  Bourne's  close  for 
some  years  prior  to  the  iuclosure.  It  was  objected,  that  as 
the  close  was  a  modern  inclosure,  a  right  of  way  to  it  could 
not  be  claimed  by  prescription.  The  learned  serjeant  re-^ 
served  the  point,  and  desired  the  jury  to  find  the  fact  whe- 
ther there  was  or  was  not  a  right  of  way  over  the  locus  in 
quo  to  Bourne's  close.     The  jury  found  that  there  was  in 
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fact  such  a  right  of  way,  and  tb<e  defendant  had  a  verdict 
A  rule  nisi  having  in  last  Michaelmas  term  been  obtaioed 
for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  with  nominal  damages, 

AdanUt  Serjt,  and  Hillf  shewed  ca.u9e.  The  jury  found 
that  the  plea  was  proved ;  there  is,  therefore,  a^  end  o(  the 
question.  The  fact  that  the  closer  in  respect  of  which  the 
way  was  claimed^  had  been  once  part  of  an  open  commoDi 
cannot  vary  the  case;  for  the  fee  must  then  have  been  ia 
some  person  who  might  have  had  the  right  of  way;  and 
the  jury  have  found  the  fact,  that  the  owner  of  the  close 
now  belonging  to  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  the  right 
of  way. 

N.  JR.  Clarke,  contrd.  The  plea  was  not  proved;  there- 
fore the  finding  of  the  jury  in  that  respect  was  false,  and 
must  be  corrected.  If  the  way  did  exist  from  time  imme- 
morial, It  must  have  belonged  to  the  commoners  prior  to 
the  iiiclosure,  and  they  must  have  used  it  in  respect  of  the 
land  to  which  the  right  of  common  was  appurtenant,  and 
not  in  respect  of  the  right  of  common  itself. 

Bay  LB Y,  J. — I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  discha^ed. 
It  seems  to  have  beea  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury, 
that  this  right  of  way  had  existed  from  time  immemorial. 
Suppose  this  land,  prior  to  the  inclosure,  to  have  been 
parcel  of  the  waste,  the  lord  may  have  had  the  right  of  way 
for  himself  and  his  tenants,  and  then  every  person  taking  an 
allotment  under  the  inclosure  act  would  take  the  right  of 
way  with  it.  There  was  evidence  that  those  who  had  taken 
allotments  had  exercised  the  right  of  way;  from  that  the 
jury  might  infer  that  the  lord  originally  had  the  right  of  way, 
and  that  it  passed  with  the  allotments;  and  if  that  b  so, 
the  verdict  is  right. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — If  the  user  proved  had  been  since  the 
inclosure  only,  I  think  that  would  not  have  supported  the 
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plea;  but  there  was  evidence  that  the  way  existed  before 
the  inclosure.  At  that  time  the  land  was  either  common, 
or  waste  subject  to  rights  of  common.  If  it  was  common, 
the  probability  is  that  each  proprietor  had  a  right  of  way  to 
his  own  land ;  if  it  was  waste,  the  lord  might  have  the  righ^ 
of  way  for  himself  and  the  commoners,  and  then  it  would 
pass  with  the  allotments.  In  either  point  of  view  the  ver- 
dict is  right. 
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Parke,  J. — It  was  left  to  the  jury  to  find,  as  a  fact, 
whether  the  immemorial  right  pleaded  was  proved.  They 
found  that  it  was ;  and  I  am  npt  aware  of  any  rule  of  law 
which  militates  against  that  finding.  The  usage  warranted 
the  jury  in  inferring  that  the  lord  was  owner  of  the  fee,  and 
had  the  right  of  way,  before  the  inclosure.  The  verdict, 
therefore,  is  right. 

Rule  discharged. 


Wood  v.  William  Norton,  Benjamin  Norton,  and 
Joseph  Norton. 

Debt,  on  bond  dated  15th  April,  18^6,  for  12,000/. 
Plea,  non  est  factum;  and  issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before 
Beylei/f  J.  at  the  York  Lent  Assizes,  1829,  the  case  was 
this: — The  three  defendants  were  brothers.  William^ 
owing  the  plaintiff  3700/.  applied  to  him  for  a  further  ad- 
vance of  2300/.,  proposing  to  secure  the  whole  6000/.  by 
mortgage,  and  by  the  joint  and  several  bond  of  himself  and 
his  brothers.  The  plaintiff  agreed  to  this  proposal,  and 
the  mortgage  and  bond  were  prepared,  the  mortgage  being 
by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  assignment,  bearing 
date  respectively  1 2th  and  13th  of  April,  1826.  The  bond, 
on  which  the  plaintiff  sued,  bore  date  15th  April,  1826, 
and  had  only  a  90s.  stamp.  The  release  had  a  stamp  de- 
noting payment  of  the  ad  valorem  duty.  All  the  securities 
were  executed  on  the  loth  April,  on  which  day  the  2300/. 

VOL.  IV.  X  X 
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1889.  was  advanced.  It  was  objected  for  the  defendants^  that  as 
the  release  which  had  the  stamp  denoting  payment  of  the 
ad  valorem  duty  did  not  bear  even  date  with  the  bond,  the 
latter  should  have  had  a  1£/.  stamp,  the  ad  valorem  duty 
for  a  sum  of  5000/.  and  not  exceeding  6000/.  The  teamed 
judge  yielded  to  the  objection,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiff, 
giving  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict'  in  his  £ivour. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly. 

Brougham  now  shewed  cause.  This  is  not  a  bond  within 
the  description  in  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  sched.  pait  1,  given 
as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money,  in  part 
secured  by  a  mortgage  or  other  instrument,  bearing  even 
date  vnth  such  bond;  for  here  the  mortgage  bears  a  different 
date  from  the  bond:  the  bond,  therefore,  ought  to  have 
borne  the  ad  valorem  stamp,  and  was  properly  rejected  in 
evidence  for  want  of  it. 

J.  Williams,  contrs^.  This  bond  was  duly  stamped 
within  the  spirit  and  meaning,  if  not  within  the  very  words, 
of  the  act  of  parliament.  All  the  securities  were  executed 
on  the  same  day,  and  all  referred  to  one  transaction.  They 
were  all,  therefore,  ''  made  at  the  same  time,"  within  the 
language  of  one  part  of  the  schedule.  The  words  **  bear- 
ing even  date,"  in  another  part  of  the  schedule,  do  not 
govern  this  case ;  for  the  lease  and  release  could  not  by 
possibility  bear  date  on  the  same  day,  nor  could  the  bond, 
consequently,  bear  even  date  with  both  the  lease  and  the 
release.  The  other  words,  therefore,  must  govern  this 
case.  They  are  in  the  schedule,  title  Mortgage,  as  fol- 
lows:— "  Provided  always,  that  where  several  distinct  deeds 
or  instruments  falling  within  the  description  of  any  of  the 
instruments  hereby  charged  with  the  said  ad  valorem  duty 
on  mortgages,  shall  be  made  at  the  same  time,  for  secoring 
the  payment  of  one  and  the  same  sum  of  money;  the  said 
ad  valorem  duty,  if  exceeding  2/.,  shall  be  charged  only  on 
one  of  such  deeds  or  instruments,  and  all  the  rest  shall  be 
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charged  with  the  duty  to  which  the  same  may  be  liable,         1829. 
under  any  more  general  description  of  such  deeds  or  instru-       ^^T'^^^ 
ments  contained  in  this  schedule;  and  if  required  for  the  v. 

sake  of  evidence,  all  the  rest  of  such  deeds  or  instruments      Norton. 
shall  be  also  stamped  with  some  particular  stamp  for  de- 
noting the  payment  of  the  said  ad  valorem  duty»  on  all  the 
said  deeds  or  instruments  being  produced,  duly  stamped 
with  the  duties  hereby  charged  thereon."    That  the  legis- 
lature intended  to  require  that  a  stamp  denoting  payment 
of  the  ad  valorem  duty  should  be  impressed  on  one  of  the 
instruments  only,  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  subse- 
quent statute,  3  Geo.  4,  c.  1 17,  s.  3,  which  enacts, "  that  where 
any  deed  or  other  instrument  shall  be^made  as  an  additional 
security  for  any  sum  of  money  already  or  previously  secured 
by  any   bond,  on  which  the  ad  valorem  duty  on  bonds 
charged  by  the  55  8c  56  Geo.  3  shall  have  been  paid,  such 
deed  or  other  instrument  shall  be  exempt  from  the  several 
ad  valorem  duties  charged  by  the  said  acts  on  mortgages, 
and  shall  be  charged  only  with  the  ordinary  duty  payable 
on  deeds  generally;  but  if  any  further  sum  of  money  shall 
be  added  to  the  principal  money  already  secured,  the  said 
ad  valorem  duties  respectively  shall  be  charged  in  respect 
of  such  further  sum  of  money."    These  enactments,  taken 
all  together,  clearly  shew,  that  in  a  case  like  this,  where 
there  are  several  instruments  made  at  the  same  time,  and 
relating  to  the  same  transaction,  the  legislature  intended  it 
to  be  sufficient  if  any  one  of  them  bore  a  stamp  denoting 
the  payment  of  the  ad  valorem  duty. 

Lord  Tenterden,C.  J. — The  words  "  bearing  even  date," 
in  the  statute  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  sched.  part  I.  title  Bond, 
are  conclusive  of  this  case;  because  they  clearly  and  plainly 
confine  the  operation  of  that  clause  in  the  schedule  to  the 
date  written  on  the  instrument.  The  bond  in  this  case 
does  not  bear  even  date  with  the  release,  on  which  the 
stamp  denoting  payment  of  the  ad  valorem  duty  is  im« 
pressed;   the  bond,  therefore,  is  not  within  the  operation 

X  X  2 


076 


1899. 


Wood 

V. 

Norton. 


CASES  IN  THE  KINO  S  BENCH^ 

of  that  clause  in  the  schedule.  But  it  is  said  that  coupling 
that  with  a  subsequent  clause  in  the  schedule,  title  Mort- 
gage, it  appears  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, that  where  several  instruments  for  securing  the  same 
sum  of  money  are  **  made  at  the  same  time/'  and  anj  one 
of  them  bears  a  stamp  denoting  the  payment  of  the  ad 
valorem  duty,  that  shall  be  sufficient,  and  the  others  shall 
be  receivable  in  evidence  without  an  ad  valorem  stamp. 
But  the  clause  in  which  the  words  "  made  at  the  same 
time"  occur,  requires  something  more  to  be  done  in  order 
to  make  such  instruments  admissible  in  evidence;  namely, 
that  they  shall  all  be  stamped  with  some  particular  stamp 
for  denoting  the  payment  of  the  ad  valorem  duty,  on  all  the 
instruments  being  produced,  duly  stamped  with  the  duties 
thereby  charged  thereon.  Now  that  has  not  been  done  in 
the  present  case.  The  bond,  therefore,  was  not  properly 
stamped,  and  was  not  receivable  in  evidence.  It  follows 
that  the  rule  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  must  be 
discharged. 


Baylry,  J.  and  Littledale,  J.  concurred. 


Parke,  J.  was  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius. 


Rule  discharged. 


Cocks  and  others  v.  Masteiiman  and  others. 

The  holder  of  ASSUMPSIT,  on  the  money  counts.     Plea,  the  general 
change  is* en-    ^«8"«-     At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterdeti,  C.  J.,  at  the 

titled  to  know  London  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term,  1 827,  a  special  ver- 
on  the  very        j.  *  .  '  '        r 

day  the  bill       diet  was  found,  substantially,  as  follows: — 

^ther itu         ^"^  hefore  and  at  the  several  times  hereinafter  men- 
dishonoured  or  not. 

Tlierefore,  where  the  bankers  of  the  drawee  pay  the  amonnt  to  tlie  bolder  oo  the 
day  the  bill  becomes  due,  and  on  the  following  day  discover  the  acceptance  to  be  a 
forgery,  and  give  the  holder  notice  of  the  fact,  they  cannot  recover  back  the  amount 
from  the  holder. 


Masterman 
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tionedy  the  plaintiffs  carried   on    business   as  bankers   at 
Charing  Cross,  Westminster,  and  the  defendants  carried  on        r  ^^ 
business  as  bankers  in  Nicholas  Lane,  London.     Before  ^       v. 
and  on  and  after  the  24th  May,  1  »27,  certain  persons  carry- 
ing on  trade  under  the  firm  of  SeweU  and  Cross  kept  an  ac- 
count and  cash  with  the  plaintiffs  as  their  bankers ;  and  cer- 
tain other  persons  carrying  on  trade  under  the  firm  of  San- 
derson and  Co.  kept  an  account  and  cash  with  the  defen- 
dants as  their  bankers.     Before  the  said  24th  May,  a  bill  of 
exchange,  drawn  by  one  T,  Duiton  upon  SeweU  and  Cross, 
dated  21st  March,  1827,  for  <£ 1 98:  IQs.,  payable  two  months 
after  date  to  the  order  of  T.  Dutton,  and  indorsed  by  T. 
Button  and  also  by  one  C.  Heginbotham,  and  one  J.  Har^ 
ris,  and  purporting  to  be  accepted  by  SeweU  and  Cross,  pay- 
able at  the  plaintiffs',  was  paid  to  the  defendants  by  San^ 
derson  and  Co.  to  their  credit  with  the  defendants.     Upon 
the  said  24th  May,  the  defendants  presented  the  said  bill  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  payment,  who,  believing  the  acceptance  to 
be  that  of  SeweU  and  Cross,  paid  to  the  defendants  the 
amount  of  the  said  bill.     On  the  26th  May,  the  day  after 
such  payment  was  made,  the  plaintiffs  discovered  that  the 
acceptance  on  the  bill  was  not  the  acceptance  of  SeweU  and 
Cross,  but  that  the  same  was  forged  by  T.  Button  the 
drawer  of  the  bill.     The  said  acceptance  was  in  fact  so 
forged.     On  the  same  25th  May,  about  one  o'clock,  the 
plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  the  defendants,  to  J.  Harris  the 
bdorser,  and  to  Sanderson  and  Co.,  that  the  same  was 
so  forged,  and  that  the  said  payment  had  been  made  by 
them  under  a  mistake,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  acceptance 
being  so  forged,  and  they  requested  the  defendants  to  re- 
pay them  the  said  sum  of  «£l98:  19s.     On  the  same  day, 
one  T.'Gales,  as  attorney  for  the  bankers'  society  for  pro- 
tection against  forgers,  and  of  which  society  the  plaintiffs 
and  defendants  were  members,  sent  the  following  letter  to 
C.  Heginbothanif  the  other  indorser,  and  also  a  like  one  to 
J.  Harris: — "  Sir. — A  bill  of  exchange  bearing  your  in- 
dorsement, for  i£  198:  19S',  drawn  by  T.  Button,  nnd  pur- 
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18S9.        porting  to  be  accepted  by  Sewell  and  Crossy  and  indorsed 
'^JP^*^      by  you  to  J.  Harris,  due  yesterday,  has  been  refused  pay- 
i;.  ment,  and  now  lies  with  me,  the  acceptance  being  forged; 

Masteaman.  unj  jf  ^jj^  game  is  not  taken  up  by  ten  o'clock  to-morrow, 
legal  proceedings  will  be  taken  against  all  parties.''  The 
sum  of  «£l98:  19^.  was  entered  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  day- 
book to  the  debit  of  Seweil  and  Cross,  but  was  not  carried 
into  the  ledger  or  further  charged  to  their  account.  Sander- 
son and  Co.  did  not  draw  out  of  the  hands  of  the  defend- 
ants any  sum  of  money  upon  the  credit  or  in  respect  of 
the  said  bill,  and  the  balance  of  moneys  belonging  to  San- 
derson and  Co.  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  as  their 
bankers,  before,  and  at,  and  after,  the  several  days  before 
mentioned,  greatly  exceeded  the  said  sum  of  jElQQ:  \Qs. 

The  case  was  argued  by  JR.  V*  Richards  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  F.  Pollock  for  the  defendants. 

Ctir.  adv*  rult. 

Judgment  was  now  delivered  by 

Bayley,  J. — This  was  an  action  brought  by  Cocks  void 
Co.  bankers  at  Charing  Cross,  to  recover  a  sum  of  money, 
the  amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  paid  by  them  to  the  de- 
fendants, on  the  ground  that  they  had  paid  the  money  under 
a  mistake  and  in  ignorance  of  the  facts,  and  were  therefore 
entitled  to  recover  it  back.  The  bill  was  presented  for 
payment  on  the  24th  of  May,  the  day  on  which  it  became 
due.  The  plaintiffs  paid  it,  not  knowing  that  it  was  not 
the  genuine  acceptance  of  Sets>ell  and  Cross.  On  the  fol- 
lowing day  it  was  discovered  that  the  acceptance  was  a  for- 
gery, and  the  plaintiffs  on  that  day  gave  notice  to  the  defend- 
ants. It  was  insisted  that  the  plaintiffs  M'ere  not  entitled 
to  recover,  inasmuch  as  they,  being  bankers,  were  bound, 
before  they  paid  the  bill,  to  satisfy  themselves  that  the  ac- 
ceptance was  genuine.  On  the  other  hand  it  was  contended 
that  the  plaintiffs,  having  given  notice  of  the  forgery  to  the 
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defendants  on  the  day  next  after  that  on  which  the  bill  was         i829. 
paid,  were  entitled  to  recover  back  the  amount,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  paid  the  money  under  a  mistaken  be- 
lief that  the  acceptance  was  a  genuine  acceptance  of  Seweli 
and  Cross ;  and  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Johnson  {a)  was 
relied  on.     But  that  case  differs  from  the  present  in  one 
material  point,  namely,  that  there  the  notice  of  the  forgery 
was  given  on  the  very  same  day  on  which  the  payment  was 
made,  so  as  to  enable  the  defendants  to  send  notice  of  the 
dishonour  to  the  prior  parties  on  that  day.     In  this  case  we 
express  no  opinion  upon  the  point,  whether  the  plaintiffs 
would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  if  notice  of  the  forgery 
had  been  given  to  the  defendants  on  the  very  same  day  on 
which  the  bill  was  paid,  so  as  to  enable  the  defendants  on 
that  day  to  have  sent  notice  to  the  other  parties  on  the  bill. 
But  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  holder  of  a  bill  is  entitled 
to  know,  on  the  very  day  on  which  it  becomes  due,  whether 
it  is  honoured  or  dishonoured,  and  that  if  he  receives  the 
money,  and  is  suffered  to  retain  it  during  the  whole  of  that 
day,  the  parties  who  paid  it  cannot  recover  it  back.      It  is 
true  that  the  holder  is  not  bound  by  law,  where  the  bill  is 
dishonoured  by  the  acceptor,  to  take  any  steps  against  the 
other  parties  on  the  bill  until  the  day  after  it  is  dishonoured. 
But  he  is  entitled  to  do  so,  if  he  thinks  fit ;  and  the  parties 
who  pay  the  bill  cannot  be  allowed  by  their  negligence  to 
deprive  the  holder  of  any  right  or  privilege.     If  we  were  to 
hold  in  this  case  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover,  it 
would  be,  in  effect,  deciding  that  the  plaintiffs  might  by 
their  negligence  deprive  the  holder  of  his  right  to  take  steps 
against  the  other  parties  on  the  bill  on  the  day  when  it  be- 
comes due.     Upon  this  ground  we  are  all  of  opinion  that 
the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  (6). 

(a)  5.  D  £c  R.  40S ;  3  B.&C  438.      sent  at  the  argament,  and  concur- 

(b)  It  was  understood  that  the      red  in  this  judgment. 
Lord  Chief  Justice  had  been  pre- 
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1899. 

riie  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  John,  Devizes. 

Apwopernired  ON  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Prudence 
written  agree-  ^brt^^^fs  from    Chippenham    to   Devizes,   the   sessions 

poent  to  work   confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

in  a  factory  . 

for  four  yeare    upon  the  followmg  case : — 

at  weekly  ^jj^  pauper,  being  at  the  time  settled  in  St.  John,  De- 

ivaseSy  anci  

**  to  observe      vizes,  on  the  6th  February,  1826,  was  hired  by  the  foreman 

with  regaid  ^^  ^  ^^'  '^P^''**  under  the  following  agreement,  which  was 
to  the  hours  signed  by  the  parties  named  in  it: — 
and  of  work.*'  **  Prudence  Abrahams,  of  Brumham,  in  the  county  of 
The  rules  Wilts,  silk  winder  or  weaver,  with  the  consent  and  appro- 
reduced  into  bation  of  her  father  Robert  Abrahams^  hereby  hires  herself 

writing,  and     ^^  y^^^  Spiers,  of  Chippenham,  to  work  in  his  factory  as 
were  occasion-     .  .  rr  »  j 

ally  varied  by   silk  winder  or  weaver,  for  four  years  from  this  day.    Mr. 

thepm^uTCrwas  ^P^^  agrees  to  pay  for  the  services  of  the  said  Prudence 

told  that  she     Abrahams,  for  the  first  year  three  shillings  a  week,  for  the 

twelve  hours  a  second  year  four  shillings  a  week,  for  the  third  year  five 

day '.--Held,     shillings  a  week,  and  for  the  fourth  year  six  shillinn  k 
first,  that  this  ,         .  .  .       .  ^ 

was  not  an  ex-  week,  subject  to  a  proportionate  reduction  being  made  for 

an5^that**d""^  '^^'  ^^  ^™^  occasioned  by  sickness,  or  her  being  otherwise 
service  under    absent  from  work.     And  it  is  hereby  agreed  that  the  said 
set^^ement-  ^    Prudence  Abrahams  shall  in  all  things  observe  and  obey  all 
and  secondly,  t/ie  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  Mr.  Spiers,  as  well  with 
communi^'^    regard  to  the  hours  of  attendance  and  of  work,  as  the  mode 
tion  made  to    and  Other  particulars  of  working;  and  shall  in  all  things 
was  not  ad-      whatsoever  conduct  herself  faithfully,  honestly,  and  dili- 
missible  evi-     gently  in  her  said  engagement,  and  as  a  good  servant  ought 
plain  the  writ-  to  do.     It  is  also  agreed  that  in  case  the  said  Prudence 
ten  agreement,  j^  j^-fl^y^j^  ghall  unnecessarily  waste,  or  otherwise  lose,  de- 
stroy, or  make  away  with  the  silk  entrusted  to  her,  she 
shall  pay  such  reasonable  compensation  to  Mr.  Spiers  as 
his  superintendent  shall  appoint.     If  at  the  expiration  of 
the  above  period  the  said  Prudence  Abrahams  shall  have 
behaved  well,  shall  have  done  her  work  well,  and  shall  in 
every  respect  have  duly  performed  this  engagement,  but 
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not  otherwise,  Mr.  Spkrs  promises  to  give  the  said  Pru' 

dence  Abrahams  the  sum  of  3/.  as  a  gratuity  and  reward  for 

her  good  conduct^  over  and  above  the  weekly  wages  above         v. 

specified,  subject  nevertheless  to  any  deduction  which  may    ^'^***'» 

have  accrued  in  respect  of  absence  by  reason  of  sickness 

or  otherwise  above  mentioned." 

When  the  pauper  executed  the  agreement  the  foreman 
told  her  that  she  must  observe  the  working  hours,  and  if 
certain  work  was  not  done,  must  work  twelve  hours  a  day. 
The  pauper  entered  on  her  service  the  day  she  executed 
the  agreement.  Rules  for  the  factory  had  not  at  that  time 
been  reduced  to  writing.  The  foreman  said  they  existed 
only  in  the  breast  of  the  master,  but  were  known  to  and 
acted  on  by  the  work  people.  They  were  during  the  ser- 
vice of  the  pauper  occasionally  altered  in  some  respects  by 
the  master  alone;  but  the  foreman  stated  that  the  rule  as 
to  the  hours  of  work  was  never  changed.  Time,  however, 
was  at  first  allowed  for  tea,  which  allowance  was  afterwards 
revoked  by  the  master's  sole  authority.  Under  this  hiring 
the  pauper  served  a  year  in  Chippenham,  and  becoming 
afterwards  chargeable,  was  removed  to  St.  John,  Devizes, 
which  removal  was  the  subject  of  appeal.  The  questions 
were,  whether  this  was  an  exceptive  hiring,  and  whether 
the  parol  evidence  was  properly  received. 

Bingham  and  FoUett,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
This  was  an  exceptive  hiring;  therefore  the  sessions  were 
right  in  holding  that  no  settlement  was  acquired  by  service 
under  it.  If  an  intention  to  except  be  apparent  upon  the 
face  of  the  contract,  that  constitutes  an  exceptive  hiring : 
Res  V.  North  Nibley{a).  The  stipulation  that  the  servant 
should  observe  the  rules  of  the  factory  with  regard  to  the 
hours  of  work  and  attendance,  shews  clearly  that  she  was 
not  to  be  under  the  master's  control  at  all  hours,  because 
otherwise  such  a  stipulation  was  wholly  unnecessary.  A 
stipulation  for  "  hours  of  attendance"  on  one  side,  necessa- 
(a)  5  T.  R.  91. 
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rily  involves  a  right  to  hours  of  noD-attendance  on  the 
other,  and  is  never  found  in  hirings  of  domestic  or  agricul- 
tural servants,  who  are  always  hired  by  the  year,  the  qua^ 
ter,  the  month,  or  the  week,  without  any  reference  at  all  to 
hours.  If  the  pauper  observed  the  rules  as  to  hours  of 
attendance,  the  master  could  have  no  right  to  her  service 
during  the  hours  of  non-attendance.  Rex  v.  Byker{a\ 
where  the  hiring  was  held  not  to  be  exceptive,  is  a  veij 
different  case  from  this,  because  there  the  number  of  hours 
was  introduced  into  the  agreement  merely  as  a  mode  of 
calculating  the  amount  of  wages.  Secondly,  the  parol  evi- 
dence was  properly  received.  The  agreement  referred  to 
certain  rules  and  regulations  as  part  of  the  contract;  tfaey 
were  not  reduced  into  writing:  they  could,  therefore,  be 
ascertained  only  by  parol  testimony.  Parol  evidence  may  be 
received  to  explain  a  written  instrument.  Rex  v.  Laindon{b)f 
where  the  question  being  whether  a  written  contract  to 
learn  a  trade  was  a  contract  of  hiring  and  service  or  of  ap- 
prenticeship, parol  evidence  that  the  person  who  was  to 
learn  the  trade  agreed  to  give  a  premium,  was  admitted. 

Merewether,  Serjt.  and  Awdry^  contra^,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court 

Bayley,  J. — Where  a  contract  of  hiring  contains  ao 
express  exception  of  any  particular  time,  so  that  during 
that  time  the  servant  is  free  from  the  control  of  the  master, 
that  is  not  a  hiring  for  a  year,  and  service  under  it  will  not 
confer  a  settlement.  We  must  look  at  the  contract  itself, 
and  all  the  terms  of  it,  to  see  whether  it  was  of  that  cha- 
racter, and  what  the  real  bargain  was  in  this  case.  The 
contract  was  in  writing,  and  one  of  the  stipulations  was, 
that  the  servant  should  observe  all  the  rules  of  the  fiictory 
with  regard  to  the  hours  of  attendance  and  of  work.  Now 
the  law  implies  in  every  contract  of  hiring  ah  undertaking 
by  the  servant  to  work  at  all  reasonable  hours  when  re- 
(a)  3  D.  &  R.  330;  3  B.  &  C.  lU.  (6)  8  T.  E,  379. 


AFTER  tRINITY  T£RM»  X  GEO,  IV, 
quired.    In  factories,  the  ordinary  hours  of  working  are> 
generally  speaking,  twelve  hours  a  day;  but  it  by  no  means     jhe  Kino 
follows  from  thence  that  the  roaster  may  not  on  extraordinary  v> 

occasions  require  his  servants  to  work  at  other  hours:  and 
whether  he  does  so  or  not,  the  relation  of  master  and  ser- 
vant will  equally  subsist  during  the  whole  of  the  day.     It 
does  not  appear  with  any  precision,  in  this  case,  what  the 
rules  of  the  factory  were  with  regard  to  the  hours  of  work. 
But  suppose  one  of  them,  at  the  time  of  making  the  agree- 
ment, to  have  been,  that  the  servant  should  work  twelve 
hours  a  day,  still,  no  minimum  being  mentioned,  and  the 
rules  being  variable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  master,  who  did 
in  fact  occasionally  vary  them,  a  stipulation  that  the  servant 
should  observe  all  the  rules  of  the  factory  with  regard  to 
the  hours  of  work,  would  not  entitle  the  servant  to  say  that 
the  master  should  not  require  her  to  work  during  any  rea- 
sonable hours.     Such  a  stipulation  does  not  necessarily 
imply  that  the  servant  is  not  to  work  beyond  certain  hours. 
The  true  meaning  of  this  agreement,  therefore,  seems  to 
me  to  be,  that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  should 
subsist  during  the  whole  of  the  day;  and  I  think  that  there 
is  no  express  exception  in  the  contract,  and  no  remission 
of  the  service  beyond  that  which  the  law  implies  in  every 
contract  of  hiring.     I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the 
order  of  sessions  must  be  quashed. 

LiTTLEOALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  order 
to  constitute  a  yearly  hiring  the  contract  must  be  such  that 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  will  subsist  during  the 
whole  of  the  year,  and  during  the  whole  of  every  day  in  the 
year.  That  is  generally  so,  as  a  matter  of  course,  in  the 
case  of  domestic  servants ;  but  in  the  case  of  servants  em- 
ployed in  factories  it  is  frequently  not  so,  for  there  the 
contract  often  is,  that  the  servant  shall  work  so  many  hours 
in  the  day.  This,  though  the  hiring  is  in  terms  for  a  year, 
has  in  many  cases  been  decided  to  be  an  exceptive  hiring; 
and  I  think  that  the  law  in  that  respect  has  been  carried  to 
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1899.  the  Utmost  length.  It  seems  to  me,  that  unless  by  the 
terms  of  such  a  contract  there  is  an  express  exceptioD, 
which  must  necessarily  prevent  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  from  subsisting  during  the  whole  of  the  year,  or 
during  the  whole  of  every  day  in  the  year  for  which  the 
contract  is  made,  it  is  a  yearly  hiring.  Here  it  was  part  of 
the  contract  that  the  servant  should  observe  the  rules  of  the 
factory  with  regard  to  the  hours  of  work.  That  is  a  stipu- 
lation which  the  law  implies  in  every  contract  of  hiring,  and 
it  is  impossible  from  thence  to  infer  that  there  was  an  excep- 
tion of  any  period  of  time  during  which  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  was  not  to  subsist. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have  oo 
doubt  that  what  passed  by  parol  between  the  pauper  and 
the  foreman,  at  the  time  of  making  the  bargain,  was  not 
admissible  evidence  to  explain  what  the  bargain  was.  As 
to  the  supposed  exception  in  the  agreement,  the  stipulation 
that  the  servant  will  obey  the  rules  of  the  factory,  is  really 
no  more  than  a  stipulation  to  obey  the  orders  of  her  master, 
and  that  the  law  implies  in  every  contract  of  hiring. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed  (a). 
(a)  Vide  Rex  v.  Birmingham,  post  691. 


The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Yaewkll. 

one  panJhtoa  TWO  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  Thomas  Irtsxm, 

pauper  resid-    his  wife,  and  their  children,  from  the  parish  of  Yarwell,  in 

mg  in  another,    ,  f  ilt      %  .  .  ,      -  ^  .      . 

is  primft  facie    the  county  of  Northampton,  to  the  parish  of  Stibbiogtoo, 

evidence  of  \^  |i,e  county  of  Huntingdon;  and  the  sessions,  on  appeal, 
settled  in  the  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
Srishj^ut      "P^"  ^»^®  following  case:— 

though  the  The  respondents  proved,  by  the  pauper  and  bis  wife, 

properly Ta  ^^^  ^^  appellants  had,  about  twenty-eight  or  twenty-nine 
upon  such  evi-  years  ago,  and  at  three  or  four  times  subsequently,  the  last 

are  not  bound  being  ten  years  ago,  relieved  the  pauper  and  his  family 
to  do  so. 
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while  they  were  residing  in  the  respoDdent  parish.     When         18!29. 
they  wanted  relief^  they  applied  to  the  parish  ofBcers  of  the       ^'iT^ 
appellant  parish  for  work,  and  as  they  could  not  find  it  for  v. 

them,  they  allowed  the  family  twelve  shillings  a  week.  It  Harwell, 
was  the  pauper's  wife  who  applied  for  relief  upon  all  those 
occasions  except  one,  when  the  application  was  made  by 
the  pauper  himself.  He  had  been  once  examined  by  the 
appellants,  and  stated  that  he  had  been  an  apprentice  in 
their  parish.  The  appellants  also,  within  the  last  six  years, 
and  while  the  pauper  was  resident  in  the  respondent  parish, 
paid  the  expenses  of  his  wife's  confinement  in  a  lunatic 
asylum  at  Peterborough. 

Campbell  and  Miller,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
Upon  this  evidence  the  sessions  would  have  been  warranted 
in  inferring  a  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish,  but  they 
were  not  bound  to  do  so.  Relief  is  only  evidence  of  the 
opinion  of  the  parish  officers  that  the  pauper  is  settled  in 
the  relieving  parish.  That  opinion  may  prove  erroneous, 
and  if  so,  they  are  not  concluded  by  acts  done  under  its 
influence.  The  respondents  might  have  proved  the  fact  of 
a  settlement  acquired  in  the  appellant  parish,  instead  of 
which  they  chose  to  rest  their  case  upon  presumptive  evi- 
dence only.  That  evidence  did  not  convince  the  sessions, 
and  they  were  at  liberty  to  reject  the  presumption  suggested 
to  them.  The  leading  cases  upon  this  subject  are.  Rex  v. 
Stanley-cum-Wrenthorpe  {a),  and  Rex  v.  Edwinstowe  (Jb), 
but  they  only  shew  that  the  sessions  may  infer  a  settlement 
from  evidence  of  relief,  not  that  they  are  bound  to  do  so. 

Humfrey^  contrsl.  The  sessions  were  clearly  wrong. 
There  were  no  premises  to  warrant  the  conclusion  which 
they  drew.  The  only  rational  conclusion  resulting  from 
the  evidence  was,  that  the  pauper  was  settled  in  the  parish 
of  Yarwell.  Such  evidence,  unexplained,  has  always  been 
deemed  sufficient,  at  least  as  a  primal  facie  case,  throwing 

(fl)  15  East,  350.  (6)  8  B.  &  C.  671. 
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1829.        the  onus  upon  the  opposite  party.     He  cited  Rex  v.  Wake- 

The  Kino    ^  ' 

V. 

Yarwell.  Bayley,  J. — The  sessions  have  sent  a  case  for  our  con- 
sideration, but  they  have  not  thought  proper  to  state  what 
question  they  wished  us  to  answer.  They  have  stated  a 
strong  prim&  facie  case,  from  which  they  were  certainly  free 
to  draw  the  conclusion  that  the  pauper  was  settled  in  the 
parish  of  Stibbington;  but  they  were  as  certainly  not  bound 
to  do  so.  It  was  a  question  simply  and  purely  for  them. 
The  pauper  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and  he  might  have 
been  interrogated  upon  the  fact  whether  he  had  ever  gained 
a  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish,  by  apprenticeship  or 
otherwise,  or  whether  there  were  reasonable  grounds  for 
concluding  that  he  had  done  so.  Finding  that  he  was  not 
so  interrogated,  the  sessions  may  have  thought  it  improper 
to  act  on  mere  presumptive  evidence  of  a  settlement,  when 
the  respondents  might  have  proved  the  fact  of  a  settlement 
acquired  in  the  appellant  parish.  At  any  rate  it  was  a 
question  for  them,  and  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  disturb  their 
finding. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 

Parke,  J. — If  the  sessions  had  asked  us  whether  there 
was  prim&  facie  evidence  of  a  settlement  in  the  appeOant 
parish,  I,  for  one,  should  have  answered  that  there  was, 
and  that  they  might  properly  have  acted  upon  it.  If  they 
had  asked  whether  they  were  bound  to  do  so,  I  should 
have  answered  that  they  were  not. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed, 
(a)  5  East,  335;  1  Smith,  512. 
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Eably  Vn  Garbett  and  Lankester.  w!!2Lf 

Assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea,  the  The  purchaser 
general  issue.     At  the  trial  before  Litiledale,  J.,  at  the  caonot  recover 

Hants  Lent  assizes,  1829,  the  case  was  this: — ^The  action  back  his  pur- 

chase-rooney 
was  brought  for  111/.,  the  purchase-money  of  a  piece  of  on  the  groand 

land,  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants.    The  land  was  ^^g*t^^?^;. 
originally  part  of  the  glebe  of  the  rectory  of  St.  Mary,  feet  in  the  tide 
Southampton,  and  had  been  taken  by  a  canal  company  Jui^out^yl' 
under  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  1795.    The  rector,  i<HS  ^^at  snch 
Dr.  North,  did  not  receive  the  purchase-money  or  execute  was  frauda- 
any  conveyance  of  the  land,  but  in  1799  he  granted  a  lease  !«»';. ">d  die 
of  that  and  other  land  to  one  Fox  for  99  years,  if  he.  Dr.  fiBudis 
North,  should  so  long  continue  rector.    The  canal  was  f^'^^;^ 
abandoned,  and  in  1813  Fox  gave  up  his  lease  to  his  son, 
who  held  the  land  till  1823,  when  he  let  one  Cox  into  pos- 
session, under  an  agreement  to  pay  4/.  rent  the  first  year, 
and  5/.  afterwards,  with  a  power  of  re-entry  in  default  of 
payment.     The  agreement  recited  that  the  land  was  held 
under  lease  from  Dr.  North.     Cox  paid  rent  to  Fox  during 
two  years.     Cox  built  a  house  upon  the  land,  and  in  1825 
agreed  to  sell  the  properly  to  one  Coward  for  60/.,  and  on 
the  2d  of  April  in  that  year  a  feoffment  was  executed,  and 
livery  of  seisin  given,  and  afterwards  a  fine  was  levied. 
Coward  afterwards  became   bankrupt.     The   defendants 
were  his  assignees.    The  plaintiff  owing  money  to  the  de- 
fendant Lankester,  proposed  to  sell  him  a  freehold  estate, 
which  Latikester  agreed  to  buy,  provided  the  plaintiff  would 
buy  of  hioi  and  Garrett,  the  other  defendant,  the  land  in 
question,  to  which  the  plaintiff  agreed.    By  agreement  of 
5th  April,  1825,  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendants, reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  111/,  for  the 
land  in  question,  the  defendants  agreed  to  convey  to  the 
plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  messuage  and  tenement 
therein  particularly  described ;  such  conveyance  to  contain 
the  following  covenants  only  on  the  part  of  the  defendants; 
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1899.        that  is  to  say,  that  they  had  not  done  or  permitted  any 
act  whereby  the  premises  were  affected  in  title  or  other- 
wise ;  that  all  persons  claiming  under  them  should  do  such 
further  acts  as  might  lawfully  and  reasonably  be  required 
by  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  at  his  and  their 
own  expense;  but  so  that  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them 
should  not  be  obliged  to  enter  into  any  form  of  covenant 
whereby  they  might  in  any  manner  warrant  the  title  to  the 
premises  or  the  validity  of  the  commission  of  bankruptcy 
against  Coward,  or  any  proceedings  taken  under  the  same; 
the  plaintiff  having  agreed  to  accept  a  conveyance  of  such 
right  or  title  as  the  defendants  might  have,  with  all  faults 
and  defects,  if  any.     The  attorney  who  prepared  this  agree- 
ment on  behalf  of  both  parties  deposed,  that  prior  to  its 
execution  the  defendants  produced  to  him  the  feofiineDt, 
and  praecipe,  and  concord  of  fine,  and  stated  that  there  were 
no  other  documents  except  the  proceedings  under  Cowarf$ 
commission, — that  the  plaintiff  then  inquired  of  the  de- 
fendants whether  any  rent  had  ever  been  paid — and  that 
the  defendants  replied  that  no  rent  had  ever  been  paid, 
either  by  Coward,  or  by  any  person  under  whom  he  claimed. 
On  the  28th  May,  1828,  Fox,  not  having  received  any  rent 
for  three  years,  demanded  possession,  which  being  refused, 
he  brought  ejectment,  obtained  judgment,  and  executed  a 
writ  of  possession.     Upon  this  evidence  it  was  contended 
for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  consideration  for  which  he  had 
.paid  the  purchase-money  had  failed,  and  that  he  was  entided 
to  recover  back  the  amount.    The  learned  judge  told  the 
jury  that  if  the  defendants  knew  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  agreement  that  rent  had  been  paid  to  Fox,  their  sup- 
pression of  that  fact  was  fraudulent,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover;  but  th^t  if  the  defendants  really  be- 
lieved that  no  rent  had  ever  been  paid  to  Fox,  the  sup- 
pression was  not  fraudulent,  and  they  were  not  liable :  aod 
he  directed  them  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  thought 
that  the  defendants  knew  that  rent  had  been  paid  to  Fox, 
if  otherwise,  for  the  defendants.    The  jury  found  for  the 
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defendants.    A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  having  afterwarda      ^  ^2^- 
been  granted. 

C.  JP.  Williams  and  Maret  now  shewed  cause.  Where 
the  purchase-money  of  an  estate  has  been  paid,  and  a  con« 
veyance  executed,  and  the  purchaser  is  ousted  by  a  title  to 
which  the  covenants  between  him  and  the  vendor  do  not 
extend,  he  cannot  recover  back  the  purchase-money.  Where 
the  defect  does  not  appear  upon  the  title  deeds,  and  the 
vendor  knows  of  the  defect  but  suppresses  it  from  the  pur* 
chaser,  the  suppression  is  fraudulent,  and  the  purchaser 
may  recover  back  the  purchase-money.  But  in  an  action 
brought  for  that  purpose  it  would  be  necessary  to  allege 
and  to  prove  that  the  vendor  knew  of  the  defect  and  fraudu« 
lently  suppressed  it.  In  this  case  the  jury  have  negatived 
fraud,  for  they  found,  in  effect,  that  the  defendants  did  not 
know  that  rent  had  ever  been  paid  to  Pox. 

Follett,  (£.  Lawes,  Serjt.,  was  with  him,)  contr^.  The 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  The  language  of  the  agree- 
ment  between  the  parties  clearly  shews  that  the  defendants 
knew  there  was  some  defect  in  the  title.  Then  they  were 
bound  to  disclose  that  fact,  and  their  concealment  of  it  was 
a  fraud.  It  is  not  necessary,  to  constitute  fraud  in  such  a 
case,  that  a  direct  falsehood  should  be  uttered  ;  the  sup- 
pression of  a  fact  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party  is  suf- 
ficient. In  Cripps  v.  Reade  (a)  a  lease  was  sold  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendant  as  administrator,  without  any 
regular  assignment  or  other  conveyance ;  but  at  the  time 
of  sale  the  defendant  said  that  the  premises  were  his  pro- 
perty to  do  as  he  liked  with,  and  if  any  thing  happened,  he 
would  see  the  plaintiff  righted.  Afterwards,  the  defendant's 
letters  of  administration  were  repealed,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  turned  out  of  possession  by  a  recovery  in  ejectment  at 
the  suit  of  the  new  administrator ;  whereupon  the  plaintiff 
brought  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  against  the 

(a)  6  T.  R.  606. 
VOL.  IV.  Y  Y 


Garrett. 
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1899.  defendant  to  recover  the  coDsideration  paid  for  the  )e»e. 
Early  ^°^  ^'  ^^®  holden  that  it  would  well  lie.  Lord  Kenpn 
V.  observing  that  he  did  not  wish  to  disturb  the  rule  of  caveat 

emptor  adopted  in  Bree  v.  Holbeach  (a)  and  other  casesi 
where  a  regular  conveyance  was  made^  to  which  other  cove* 
nants  ought  not  to  be  added ;  for  in  general  the  seller 
covenanted  for  his  own  acts  and  those  of  bis  anoestors  only, 
in  which  respect  the  case  of  a  mortgagee  dtfered,  as  a 
mortgagor  covenanted  that,  at  all  events,  be  had  a  good 
title.;  but  here  the  whole  passed  by  parole  and  it  proceeded 
ttpon  a  misapprehension  by  both  parties  that  die  deCendant 
was  the  legal  administrator  of  the  lessee,  though  it  turoed 
out  afterwards  that  be  was  not.  As,  therefore,  the  money 
was  paid  by  mistakoi  be  thought  that  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  would  lie  to  recover  it  back.  So  here,  if 
there  was  no  direct  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  there  was, 
at  all  events,  a  misapprehension  on  the  part  of  the  defend** 
ants ;  and  even  in  that  view  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  back  his  purchase-money. 

Bayley,  J. — It  was  left  to  the  jury,  as  a  question  of 
fact,  whether  the  defendants  really  believed  that  no  rent  had 
ever  been  paid  to  Fox;  and  the  jury  found  that  the  defendants 
did  so  believe.  That  being  so,  their  statement  that  no  rent 
ever  had  been  paid,  though  false  in  fact,  was  not  fraudulent. 
I  make  no  distinction  between  an  active  and  a  passive  com- 
munication; for  afraudulent  concealment  is  as  bad  as  a  wilful 
misrepresentation.  A  fraudulent  concealment  by  the  seller  of 
a  fact  which  he  ought  to  communicate,  would  undoubtedly 
vitiate  the  sale ;  but  in  order  to  have  that  effect  the  con- 
cealment must  be  fraudulent.  Here  the  jury  have  found 
that  the  defendants  had  no  knowledge  that  rent  had  been 
paid  to  Fox;  there  was,  therefore,  no  fraudulent  conceal- 
ment, and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  It  follows 
that  the  verdict  is  right,  and  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial 
must  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE.  J. — In  SpHngweH  v.  Allen  (A),  which  was 
(a)  Doug.  664.  (6)  3  East,  448,  n. 
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an  action  on  the  case  for  selling  a  horse  as  the  defendant's  1829. 
own,  when  in  truth  it  was  the  horse  of  another,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  bought  the  horse  in  Smithfield,  but  had 
not  taken  the  usual  precaution  of  having  the  horse  legally 
tolled ;  yet  as  the  plaintiff  could  not  prove  that  the  defend- 
ant knew  that  the  horse  belonged  to  another,  the  plaintiff 
was  nonsuited;  for  the  scienter,  or  fraud,  is  the  gist  of  the 
action  where  there  is  not  a  warranty ;  where  there  is  a  war- 
ranty, the  party  takes  upon  himself  the  knowledge  of  the 
tide  to  the  horse,  and  of  his  qualities.  I  thought  that  was 
an  analogous  case  to  the  present,  and,  therefore,  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  concealment  was  fraudulent 
or  not. 

Parke,  J. — It  is  established  by  the  authorities  that  the 
purchaser  cannot  recover,  unless  he  proves  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  seller.  Here  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  land  with 
all  faults  and  defects  of  title.  That  being  so,  I  think  it  was 
properly  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  concealment 
was  fraudulent  or  not,  and  that  was,  in  substance,  the 
question  left  to  them.  They  have  found  by  their  verdict 
that  there  was  no  fraudulent  concealment ;  and  I  see  no 
ground  for  disturbing  that  finding. 

Rule  discharged. 

The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Birmingham. 

Two  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  William  Stean,  his  A  pauper  was 
wife,  and  their  children,  from  the  parish  of  Birmingham  to  ^ear^at  4#.  6rf. 

the  township  of  Atherstone,  both  in  the  county  of  Warwick;  »  week,  to 

,    -  .  1^111  1  •         work  from  six 

and  the  sessions,  on  appeal,  contirmed  the  order,  subject  j,,  the  morning 

to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case: —        till  seven  in  the 
The  pauper,  William  Stean,  being  settled  at  Atherstone,  make  as  much 
and  unmarried,  went  to  live  with  James  Owen,  a  button-  chose-*'— ^  * 
caster,  of  Birmingham.     After  be  bad  been  with  him  some  Held,  an  ex- 
time,  Owen  hired  him  for  a  year  at  4».  6d.  a  week;  nothing  aemce  under' 

was  said  about  Sundays.     It  was  a  part  of  the  terms  of  which  con- 
•^  '^  ferrcd  no 

Y  Y  2  settlement. 
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hiring  that  the  pauper  was  to  work  from  six  in  the  morning 
to  seven  in  the  evening,  and  might  make  as  much  over- 
V.  work  as  he  chose.     He  received  earnest  when  he  was  hired. 

He  served  his  master  under  this  contract  for  a  year,  during 
which  he  lived  in  his  master's  house  and  boarded  himself. 
He  lived  there  on  Sundays  as  well  as  week  days,  and  on 
Sunday  morning  he  used  to  ask  if  there  was  any  thing  to  be 
done,  and  if  there  was,  he  did  it.  He  made  a  good  deal  of 
money  by  overwork,  but  never  did  any  for  any  one  but  his 
master,  and  was  never  paid  for  it  but  by  him :  he  was  al- 
lowed 2(/.  an  hour  for  overwork.  At  the  expiration  of  the 
first  year,  he  was  hired  by  Otoen  for  a  second  year  on  the 
same  terms,  except  that  he  was  to  have  5$.  6d.  a  week 
wages,  and  4d.  an  hour  overwork*  He  served  the  whole  of 
the  second  year.  He  was  then  hired  for  aud  served  a  third 
year  upon  the  same  terms,  except  that  he  was  to  have  6f. 
a  week  wages,  and  6d.  an  hour  overwork. 

Goulbum,  Serjt.,  and  Amos,  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  This  was  an  exceptive  hiring,  and  the  pauper 
gained  no  settlement  by  service  under  it.  Unless  the  ser* 
vant  is  under  the  control  of  the  master  during  the  whole 
year,  that  is,  during  the  whole  of  every  day  in  the  year  (a). 
it  is  not  a  good  hiring  for  a  year.  Here  he  was  not  so.  It 
was  held  in  Rex  v.  North  Niblej/  (b)  that  a  service  under  a 
hiring  for  five  years  as  a  colt  shearman,  to  work  twelve 
hours  each  day,  would  not  give  a  settlement,  because  the 
parties  did  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
except  for  particular  hours  in  the  day ;  the  servant  was 
under  the  master's  control  during  the  twelve  hours  only, 
and  could  not  be  compelled  to  work  at  other  hours.  Here 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  continued  during  thirteen 
hours  a  day  only ;  the  servant  was  under  the  master's  con- 
trol during  those  hours  only,  and  could  not  be  compelled 

(a)  See  the  judgment  of  UttU-         (6)  5  T.  R.  21. 
dule,  J.,  in  Ru  v*  Si*  John,  Devizfi, 
ante,  683. 
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to  i?7ork  at  other  hours.  Rex  v.  Byker{a)  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present  case^  because  there  time  was  mentioned 
merely  as  the  measure  of  wages ;  here  the  pauper  was  at 
all  events  to  receive  4s.  6d.  a  week,  and  to  work  from  six 
in  the  morning  till  seven  in  the  evening ;  therefore  time  was 
not  mentioned  as  the  measure  of  wages.  {^Bayley,  J.  Is 
not  Rex  v.  Kingstoinford  {b)  very  like  the  present  case?] 
They  are  scarcely  distinguishable.  There  a  servant  agreed 
by  covenant  to  serve  as  an  artificer  for  seven  years,  and  that 
he  would  not  work  for  any  other  person,  but  would  con- 
tinue and  be  in  the  service  from  six  in  the  morning  till 
seven  in  the  evening  of  each  day,  except  on  Sundays. 
This  was  held  to  be  a  covenant  to  serve  only  thirteen  hours 
on  working  days,  and  to  be  his  own  master  on  Sundays ; 
for  the  expression  of  so  many  hours  is  the  exclusion  of  the 
rest,  and,  therefore,  no  settlement  can  be  gained  by  service 
under  it.  And  it  was  thought  to  make  no  difference  that 
the  servant  occasionally  worked  in  the  night-time,  and  often 
went  on  errands  for  his  master  on  Sundays ;  for  where  the 
contract  is  explicit,  it  is  not  how  much  the  servant  actually 
does,  but  what  he  has  agreed  to  do,  that  is  to  be  con* 
sidered. 

Hill,  contr^.  This  was  a  good  hiring  for  a  year,  for 
there  is  no  express  exception  in  the  contract  (c).  The  con* 
trol  of  the  master  over  the  servant  never  ceased  throughout 
the  year;  and  that  is  the  true  test.  The  servant  boarded 
and  lodged  in  the  master's  house,  which  is  a  strong  circum- 
stance to  shew  a  yearly  hiring.  \^Parke,  J.  He  boarded 
himself,  and  lodged  in  his  master's  house :  but  it  was  no 
part  of  the  contract  that  he  should  lodge  there.]  The 
master  by  the  contract  claims  to  have  work  during  thirteen 
hours  a  day ;  but  he  does  not  thereby  necessarily  or  ex- 
pressly exclude  any  hour,  and  the  mention  of  time  seems 
rather  to  have  been  adopted  as  a  measure  of  wages.    Th$ 

(a)dD.&R.S30;2B.&C.tl4.         (c)  Set  Etxv,  St.  John,  Devizes^ 
{b)  4T.  R.219.  ein/f,683. 
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law  would  hardlj  compel  a  labour  of  more  thaa  thirteen 
hours  a  day.     The  pauper  never  worked  for  any  other 
V.  person,  and  frequently  worked  on  Sundays.     In  Rex  v. 

Byker(a),  the  pauper  was  hired  for  a  year  at  U.  lOd.  for  a 
good  day's  work,  not  exceeding  fourteen  hours,  and  9d,  a 
day  additional  when  tha(  time  was  exceeded,  and  it  was 
held  that  this  was  a  conditional  and  not  an  exceptive  con- 
tract, and  that  the  pauper  who  had  served  under  it  for  one 
whole  year  thereby  gained  a  settlement. 

Bayley,  J. — ^This  is  a  very  different  case  from  Rex  v. 
Byker.  There  the  pauper  was  faired  by  indenture,  at 
the  wages  of  l5»  \0d.  for  a  good  day's  work,  not  exceeding 
fourteen  hours,  and  2 J.  per  day  additional  when  that  time 
was  exceeded.  A  service  of  more  than  fourteen  hours  a  day 
was  clearly  contemplated  there,  and  the  Court  thought  that 
the  time  was  mentioned  merely  as  the  measure  of  wages, 
that  the  contract  did  not  impose  any  limit  upon  what  might 
reasonably  be  required  by  the  master,  and  that  the  rekition 
of  master  and  servant  subsisted  during  the  whole  twenty- 
four  hours*  Here  the  stipulations  are  that  the  servant  shall 
receive  fixed  wages,  that  he  shall  work  from  six  in  the 
morning  till  seven  in  the  evening,  and  that  he  may  make  as 
much  overwork  as  he  chuses.  But  he  could  not  have  been 
compelled  to  make  any  overwork;  be  bad  a  right  any  and 
every  evening  to  say  to  his  master,  "  I  have  worked  thir- 
teen hours  to  day,  and  I  will  work  no  more  till  to-morrow." 
This  is  clearly  an  exception  in  the  contracts  limiting  the 
control  of  the  master  over  the  servant  to  thirteen  hours  a 
day  ;  beyond  that  period  the  master  had  no  right  to  compel 
work,  nor  was  the  servant  undei*  any  obiigation  to  perform  it. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Parkb,  J.' — I  think  this  is  a  very  clear  case  of  exceptive 
hiring. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
(d)  3  D.  &  R.  SSO;  3  fi.  &  C.  lU. 
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The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Taunton  St.  James.        v-iPvO 

1  WO  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  JV,  G.  Palmer^  hi>  Aiocal  militia- 
wife  and  children,  from  the  parish  of  Taunton  St.  James  to  ^^to  s^^J™" 
ibe  parish  of  Milverton,  both  in  the  county  of  Somerset ;  for  a  year, 
and  the  sessions,  on  appeal,  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  closing  to  his 
the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case; —  master  the  fact 

ibe  pauper,  aged  about  thirty-eight  years,  lived  m  the  the  militia  :-^ 
parish  of  Langford  Budville,  in  Somersetshire,  till  he  wat  "«^**'  that  this 

wras  iiol  a  law— 

about  seven  years  of  age,  when  he  was  bound  apprentice  ful  hiring  with- 

by  the  parish  officers  to  Mr.  John  Locke,  of  that  parish*  ^^  ^^  g*  j  ^^^ 

yeoman,  and  served  him  in  that  parish  till  he,  the  pauper,  servant  not  be- 
1  1        rr^i  i-  .  ingsui  juris,  or 

was  twenty-one  years  old.     The  pauper  afterwards,   at  capable  of  so 

Lady-day,  1811,  hired  himself  as  servant  in  husbandry  for  hiring  himself, 

a  year  from  that  time  to  Mr.  Thomas  Handford  of  Mil-  ingthe  provi- 

verton;  and  after  serving   him   three  months,   having  ^^s^c^inJ' 

Christmas  preceding  volunteered  into  the  local  militia,  he  15  &  24,  the 

w^it  out  into  actual  service  for  three  weeks,  and  then  re*  ^^  in"force  at 

turned  to  Mr.  Handford^ %  service  till  Lady-day,  1812,  and  the  time. 

then  received  bis  wages  after  deducting  for  the  three  weeks 

be  was  absent  in  the  militia.     The  pauper's   agreement 

with  Mr.  Handford  was  for  a  year's  service,  at  the  wages 

of  1 1/.  and  his  board  and  lodging.    The  pauper  did  not  tell 

Mr.  Handford^  when  he  first  bargained  with  him,  that  he 

was  in  the  militia;  but  told  him  a  week  or  two  afterwards; 

and  Mr*  Handford  said  it  did  not  signify,  for  the  pauper 

could,  at  the  end  of  the  year,  deduct  for  the  time  he  was 

absent. 


Rogers  and  Bere,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
The  recent  case  of  Rex  v.  Holsworthy  (a)  is  decisive  of  the 
present.  There  a  militia-man  hired  himself  for  a  year,  and 
served  a  year  under  such  hiring.  It  did  not  appear  that  at 
the  time  of  the  hiring  he  told  his  master  that  he  was  a 
militia-man.  It  was  held  that  he  gained  no  settlement, 
(a)  9  D.  &  R.  $22;  6  B.  &  C.  S83. 
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And  upon  two  grounds,  both  of  which  apply  to  the  present 
case ;  first,  that  the  pauper,  at  the  time  of  the  hiring,  was 
not  capable  of  making  a  contract,  so  as  to  give  the  master  a 
Taumtow  control  over  his  services  during  the  year;  and  secondly, 
that  as  the  pauper  did  not  communicate  to  his  master  that 
he  had  entered  into  the  militia,  the  hiring  was  not  condi- 
tional, but  an  absolute  hiring  for  a  year  (a).  Here  the 
pauper,  at  the  time  of  the  hiring,  did  not  communicate  to 
his  master  that  he  had  volunteered  into  the  militia ;  there- 
fore he  entered  into  an  absolute  contract,  which  he  was 
incapable  of  doing.  The  fact  here,  of  the  pauper's  dis- 
ability being  afterwards  communicated  to  the  master,  cannot 
alter  the  case,  because  the  contract  was  already  made;  or  if 
it  can  be  considered  that  a  new  contract  was  made  at  the 
time  of  the  communication,  that  was  not  a  contract  for  a 
year:  Rex  \»  Sulgrave{b),  Rex  v.  Rushall {c).  But  even 
if  that  contract  had  been  sufficient,  still  there  was  not  a 
continuing  service  under  it  sufficient  to  confer  a  settlement. 
This  appears  from  the  judgment  of  Bayley,  J.  in  Rex  v. 
Hohworthy  {d).  The  other  side  will  probably  rely  npoa 
the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Winchcomb(e),  and  JJer  v.  Webter- 
leigh(f)t  but  they  were  virtually  overruled  by  the  case  of 
Rex  v.  Beaulieu  (g).  The  interval  which  occurred  while 
the  pauper  was  serving  in  the  militia,  cannot  be  considered 
as  dispensed  with  by  the  master,  for  he  cannot  be  said  to 
have  dispensed  with  a  service  which  he  could  not  enforce ; 
and  the  pauper  was  compelled  to  serve  in  the  militia  by  a 
power  paramount  to  that  of  the  master.  It  will,  perhaps, 
be  attempted  to  draw  a  distinction  between  liability  to  serve 
in  the  general  and  liability  to  serve  in  the  local  militia; 
but  the  Court  will  find  that  no  such  distinction  can  be 
sustained. 


(a)  See  the  judgment  of  Hoi-        (d)  9  D.  &  R.  326. 
royd,  J.  9  D.  &  R.  3«r.  (<?)  Cald.  94 ;  Doug.  S91. 

(6)  2  T.  R.  376.  (/)  Burr.  S.  C.  753. 

(f)  7  East,  471.  g)  'J  M  &  S.  229. 
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Erie  and  Follett,  contr^.    The  contract  of  hiring  entered 
into  in  this  case  is  in  express  terms  rendered  effectual  to 
confer  a  settlement  by  the  militia  act  in  force  at  the  time, 
48  Geo.  3,  c.  111.     It  is  provided  foy  the  fifteenth  section 
of  that   statute^  "  that  no  ballot,  inrolnient,  and  service 
under  that  act,  shall  extend  to  make  void,  or  in  any  manner 
to  affect  any  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  or  contract  of 
service,  between  any  master  or  servant,  notwithstanding  any 
covenant  or  agreement  in  any  such  indenture  or  contract: 
and  that  no  service  under  that  act  of  any  apprentice  or 
servant  shall  be  deemed,  or  construed  and  taken  to  be  an 
absence  from  service,  or  a  breach  of  any  covenant  or  agree*' 
ment,  as  to  any  service,  or  absence  from  service,  in  any 
indenture  of  apprenticeship  or  contract  of  service."     [ZtV- 
tledale,  J.  I  think  that  clause  clearly  applies  retrospectively 
to  services  previously  entered  into;  to  contracts  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  inrolment:  not  prospectively  to  contracts 
made  afterwards.]     The  words  used  in  that  section  are 
"  any  contract,"  and  "  any  service  ;"  those  words,  taken  in 
their  ordinary  sense,  must  mean  all  contracts  and  services, 
whether  entered  into  or  existing  before  or  after  the  inrol- 
nient.     \^Littledalej  J.  Suppose  the  words  "  or  in  any  man- 
ner to  affect"  had  been  omitted,  and  the  only  words  used 
had  been  "to  make  void  any  indenture  of  apprenticeship 
or  contract  of  service ;"  would  not  that  section  then  have 
been  confined  to  contracts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
rolment?]     The  words   "  in   any  manner  to  affect"  are 
words  of  substance,  and  cannot  be  rejected.     The  pauper 
in  this  case  was  a  volunteer,  but  the  twenty-fourth  section 
of  the  act  declares,  that  all  persons  voluntarily  inrolling 
themselves  .shall  serve  in  the  same  manner,  and  under  the 
same  regulations,  and  subject  to  the  same  provisions,  as  if 
they   had  been  balloted  for  under  the  act.     That  shews 
that  the  statute  was  intended  to  have  a  general,  and  indeed 
an  universal  operation.      Subsequent  militia  acts  passed 
which  made  no  alteration  in  the  law  at  all  affecting  this 
question ;  and  they  were  all  repealed  by  the  52  Geo.  3,  c. 


697 


1829. 


The  King 

V, 

Tauntoh 
St.  James. 


698 


18^. 


TheKivG 

Taunton 
St.  James. 


CASES  IN  THE  KIKG  S  BENCH, 
66,  the  sixty-third  section  of  which  contams  the  original 
provision. as  to  service.  [Bayfcy,  J.  But  the  words  of 
that  section^  by  reference  to  the  sixtieth  section,  are  deariy 
confined  to  contracts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  inrolment 
That  is  a  legislative  exposition  of  their  meaning  in  the 
prior  statute,  for  the  same  words  applied  to  the  same  sub^ 
ject-matter  in  statutes  in  pari  materia,  ought  to  receive  the 
same  construction*]  The  words  of  the  fifteenth  section  of 
the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  1 1 1,  must  be  construed  according  to  their 
plain  and  ordinary  meaning,  and  not  by  reference  to  the 
meaning  in  which  they  are  used  in  another  statute  subse- 
quently made.  Bul^  independently  of  the  statute,  there  is 
a  sufficient  hiring  and  service  here  to  confer  a  setdement 
Rex  V.  Westerleighia),  and  Rex  v.  Winchcamb^b),  are  ex>- 
tremely  strong  authorities;  the  former  was  much  considered 
in  the  latter;  and  neither  of  them  has  ever  been  overruled. 
IBojfley,  J.  But  in  both  those  cases  the  fact  of  the  servant 
being  in  the  militia  was  communicated  to  the  master  at  the 
time  of  the  hiring.  That  is  the  important  distinction  be- 
tween those  cases  and  the  present.]  In  this  case  the  fact 
was  communicated  a  week  or  two  after  the  first  hiring,  and 
what  then  took  place  constituted  a  second  valid  hiring. 
IBaylty,  J.  If  there  was  a  hiring  for  a  year  then,  there 
clearly  was  not  «  service  for  a  year  under  it.  Parke,  J. 
There  was  not  a  hiring  for  a  year  then.  The  second 
hiring,  if  any,  was  for  a  period  less  than  a  year.  A  hiring 
cannot  be  retrospective.] 


Bayley,  J. — I  consider  this  case  as  depending  entirely 
upon  the  construction  of  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  statute 
48  Geo.  S,  c.  111.  By  the  statute  S  W.  8f  M.  c  ll,u,  7, 
the  party  claiming  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service  mart 
have  been  lawfully  hired  for  a  year,  and  have  served  a  year. 
With  reference  to  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  *'  lawfully 
hired,*'  it  has  been  long  established  that  the  party  hiring 
himself  must  be  sui  juris — must  be  capable  of  rendering 
(a)  Butr.  S.  C.  753.  (6)  Cold.  94;  Dong.  891. 
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that  service  which  he  contracts  to  render.    Upon  this  prin- 
ciple it  has  been  decided  that  neither  a  deserter  from  the     _. 
Aings  service^  Hex  v.  rJortim^uxta-Kempsafia),  nor  an  «. 

invalided  8<ddier  having  leave  of  absence.  Rex  v.  Beaur      T^^^^on 
.  .  .  ^  St.  Jambs. 

lieu  (by,  nor  a  miktia^man,  Rex  v<  Holsworthy{c),  can  law- 
fully hire   himself  for  a  year  so  as  to  acquire   a  settle- 
ment.     In  the   case  last  mentioned  a  person  who  was 
inroJled  as  a  substitute  in  the  militia,  hired  himself  for  a 
year,  and  served  a  year  under  such  hiring.     It  did  not 
appear  that  at  the  time  of  the  hiring  he  told  his  master  that 
he  was  in  the  militia.     It  was  held,  that  he  acquired  no 
settlement.    Now  the  decision  in  that  case  must  govern 
our  judgment  in  the  present,  unless  it  is  distinguishable 
from  it  by  reason  of  the  provision  contained  in  the  statute 
48  Geo.  3^  c.  1 1 1,  s.  15.    That  section  provides, ''  that  no 
ballot,  iarolmeBt,  and  service  under  that  act,  shall  extend 
to  make  void,  or  in  any  manner  to  affect  any  indenture  of 
apprenticeship,  or  contract  of  service  between  any  master 
or  servant,  notwithstanding  any  covenant  or  agreement  in 
any  such  indenture  or  contract;  and  no  service  under >that 
act  of  any  apprentice  or  servant  shall  be  deemed,  or  con- 
struedL  or  taken  to  be  an  absence  from  service,  or  a  breach 
of  any  covenant  or  agreement  as  to  any  service,  or  absence 
from  service,  in  any  indenture  of  apprenticeship  or  contract 
of  service^  any  thing  contained  in  any  act  or  acts  of  parlia- 
ment, or  law  or  laws,  or  deed  or  indenture  of  apprentice- 
ship, or  contract  of  service,  to  the  contrary  notwithstand- 
iug/'     Those  words,  taken  as  they  there  stand,  may,  un- 
doubtedly, apply  to  all  indentures  of  apprenticeship  or 
contracts  of  service,  both  those  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
ballot  or   inrolment,  and   those  made   afterwards.     The 
question  is,  whether  they  do  apply  to  all  contracts  what- 
ever, or   whether  they  are  confined  to  such  as  were  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  ballot  or  inrolment.     Now  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  sense  in  which  they  are 

(a)  9  East,  207.  (c)  9  D.  &  R.  322;  6  B.  &  C. 

(6)  3  M.  ar  S.  329.  283. 
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used  in  this  act  of  parliament,  we  maj  fairly  look  to  other 
acts  of  parliament  relating  to  the  same  subject-matter;  and 
o.  if  Mre  find  the  very  same  words  used  in  a  limited  and  re- 

St  James  ^^"cted  sense  in  those  acts,  we  ought  to  construe  them  io 
the  same  sense  in  this;  for  it  is  a  legitimate  rule  of  con- 
struction that  the  same  words  in  two  statutes  in  pari  ma- 
teria, should  receive  the  same  meaning.  No  such  words 
are  to  be  found  in  the  preceding  statute  42  Geo.  S,  c.  80; 
but  they  are  to  be  found  in  the  sixty-third  section  of  the 
succeeding  statute  52  Geo.  3,  c.  68;  and  if  they  are  there 
used  in  a  sense  limited  and  restricted  to  contracts  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  ballot  or  inrolment,  they  ought  to  receive 
the  same  construction  in  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  4d 
Geo,  3,  c.  111.  Now  those  words  in  52  Geo.  3,  c.  68, 
8.  63,  are  clearly  confined  to  contracts  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  ballot  or  inrolment.  The  sixtieth  section  enacts,  that 
the  inrolment  of  servants  shall  not  vacate  or  rescind  con- 
tracts between  master  and  servant,  unless  the  local  mSitia 
shall  be  called  out,  or  the  person  inrolled  shall  leave  the 
service  for  the  purpose  of  being  trained.  That  must  apply 
exclusively  to  contracts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  inrol- 
ment, because  contracts  not  in  existence  could  not  be 
vacated  or  rescinded.  The  sixty-third  section  is  a  tran- 
script of  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  1 11.  It 
begins  *^  Provided  always,"  and  then  proceeds  in  the  same 
words.  Now  a  proviso  in  an  act  of  parliament  is  some- 
thing engrafted  on  and  referring  to  a  preceding  enactment, 
and  the  proviso  in  the  sixty-third  section  evidently  refers  to 
the  enactment  in  the  sixtieth  section,  which  being  limited 
and  restricted  to  contracts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  inrol- 
ment, the  proviso  also  must  be  read  as  limited  and  restricted 
in  the  same  manner.  Such  being  the  fair  meaning  of  these 
words  in  the  52  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  s.  63,  they  ought  to  receive 
the  same  construction  in  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  Ill,  s.  15,  and 
giving  them  that  construction,  there  is  nothing  in  that  sta- 
tute enabling  a  person  in  the  situation  of  this  pauper  to 
hire  himself  for  a  year  so  as  to  acquire  a  settlement.     The 
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dauae  ends  ivith  a  proviso  as  to  service;  that  may  make  i8$9. 
the  service  good;  but  assuming  the  service  in  this  case  to 
have  been  sufficient,  I  should  come  to  the  same  conclusion, 
because  my  opinion  is  founded,  not  on  any  defect  in  the  Taunton 
service,  but  on  the  want  of  a  capacity  to  contract.  I  think 
the  pauper  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  hiring  sui  juris — not 
capable  of  contracting  to  render  the  service  which  he  did 
contract  to  render,  and  therefore  that  he  gained  no  settle- 
ment by  the  hiring  and  service  in  the  parish  of  Milverton. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  came  to  a  right 
decision  in  this  case,  and  that  their  order  quashing  the 
order  of  removal  to  Milverton  ought  to  be  confirmed. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  con* 
cealment  of  the  important  fact  of  the  pauper's   having 
volunteered  into  the  militia  destroyed  the  hiring.     It  is  a 
general  principle  both  in  law  and  morals,  that  when  a  man 
enters  into  a  contract,  he  ought  either  to  be  able  to  perform 
it,  or  to  inform  the  person  with  whom  he  contracts  of  his 
disability.    It  is  contended  that  the  fifteenth  section  of  the 
48  Geo,  3,  c.  HI,  extends  not  only  to  contracts  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  inrolment,  but  to  contracts  subsequently 
made.     It  seems  to  me  that  the  words  "  make  void,"  ex  vi 
termini,  apply  to  contracts  in  esse;  but  supposing  that  to 
be  doubtful,  still  calling  in  aid  the  principle  to  which  I 
have  alluded,  and  which  ought  not  to  be  lost  sight  of  in 
construing  words  of  doubtful  import  in  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, it  is  clear  that  this  section  must  be  read  as  extending 
only  to  contracts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  inrolment:  and 
it  follows  that  in  order  to  gain  a  settlement  by  a  contract 
of  hiring  made  after  inrolment,  a  party  must  disclose  his 
disability  to  the  person  with  whom  he  contracts.     This 
would  be  my  view  of  the  question,  even  taking  the  48 
Geo*  3,  c.  Ill,  s.  \5,  as  standing  alone;  but  coupling  that 
section  with  the  subsequent  act  of  52  Geo,  3,  c.  68,  s.  63, 
and  construing  the  one  with  reference  to  the  other,  which, 
for  the  reasons  so  fully  stated  by  my  brother  Bayley,  I 
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think  we  ought  to  do»  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  there 

was  no  lawful  hiring  in  this  case,  and  therefore  that  no  set- 

V.  tiement  was  acquired  by  the  service  under  it. 

Tauhtoh 

Parke,  J. — Was  there  a  lawful  hiring  for  a  year  at  Lady 
day,  1811?  That  is  really  the  only  question  in  this  case. 
There  may  have  been  a  sufficient  service;  I  incline  to  diink 
that  there  was:  but  there  clearly  was  no  lawful  hiring  for  a 
year.  Assuming  that  the  subsequent  conversation  between 
the  master  and  the  servant  amounted  to  a  second  hiring, 
that  was  not  a  hiring  for  a  year,  but  for  a  period  less  than 
a  year.  Then  as  to  the  first  hiring — that  wa&  for  a  year; 
but  to  constitute  a  lawful  hiring,  the  party  must  have  ability 
to  contract  for  the  period  during  which  he  agrees  to  serve. 
Rex  V.  Holsworthy(a)  shews,  that  where  a  party  is  under  a 
disability,  he  may,  by  disclosing  it  to  the  person  with  wfaooi 
he  contracts,  make  a  conditional  hiring;  but  that  if  he 
conceal  it,  he  makes  an  absolute  contract  which  he  is  in- 
capable of  making,  and  which  is,  therefore,  not  a  lawfnl 
hiring.  Here  the  disability  existed,  but  was  not  disclosed. 
Then  does  the  48  Gto.3,  c.  Ill,  remove  this  disability? 
It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
enable  a  local  militia-man  to  make  an  absolute  contract  of 
hiring,  for  that  would  be  to  enable  him  by  law  to  commit 
a  fraud;  for  the  master  would  contract  in  the  belief  that 
the  servant  had  power  to  bind  himself  for  a  year,  the  latter 
knowing  at  the  time  that  he  had  not.  But  the  legislature 
might  well  intend  to  provide  that  a  contract  made  bonft  fide 
and  while  the  party  was  sui  juris,  should  not  be  avoided  by 
his  being  subsequently  drawn  for  the  militia.  The  statute 
does  not  in  express  terms  enact  that  a  militia-man  shall  be 
sui  juris,  for  the  fifteenth  section  is  clearly  confined  to  con- 
tracts existing  at  the'  time  of  the  ballot  or  inrolment. 
Coupling  that  section  with  the  twenty-fourth,  I  have  some 
doubt  whether  a  volunteer  and  a  balloted  man  stand  in 
precisely  the  same  situation.  But  supposing  they  do,  all 
<o)  9  D.  &  R.  322;  6  B.  &  C.  283. 
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that  the  legislature  says  is^  that  a  master  ivho  contracts 
with  a  free  man  shall  take  his  chance  of  a  ballot,  and  shall      xIJ^^Kino 
not  contract  against  that  chance;  but  there  is  no  provision  v. 

T  A  D  N  TON 

that  a  volunteer  or  a  balloted  man  shall  have  the  same  g^.  James. 
capacity  to  contract  as  a  free  man.  No  power,  therefore, 
is  given  to  such  persons  to  enter  into  an  absolute  contract 
of  hiring  and  service  for  a  year.  Here  the  pauper  did  enter 
into  such  a  contract  when  he  had  no  power  to  do  so:  there- 
fore that  was  not  a  lawful  hiring,  and  no  settlement  was 
gained  by  service  under  it. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 


The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Tipton. 

1  WO  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  James  Smith  and  An  adult  con- 

his  wife  and  children  from  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  in  the  ^  plumber  as 

county  of  Warwick,  to  the  parish  of  Tipton,  in  the  county  an  articled  ser- 

of  Stafford ;  and  the  sessions,  on  appeal,  confirmed  the  years,  to  leam 

order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  fol-  !^"ekW^®aMs- 

lowing  case : —  to  be  consi- 

James  Smith,  the  pauper,  gained  a  settlement  by  hiring  out-apprep- 

and  service  in  the  parish  of  Tipton,  in  the  year  1820.   About  tic®; '?  do 

gardening  or 
two  years  afterwards  he  entered  into  the  following  agree-  any  other 

ment,  in  writing,  with  John  Tompson  of  King's  Morton,  in  '^^^  *"* 

naster  sec 

the  county  of  Worcester: —  him  about; 

An  agreement  made  the  4th  day  of  October,  1 822,  between  ^f  ^J^^  °eive 

John  Tompson,  of  King's  Morton,  in  the  county  of  Worces-  wages;  the 

ter,  plumber,  glazier  and  painter,  of  the  one  part,  and  James  j^g  ^  teach 

Smith,  aeed  about  twenty-eigKt  years,  one  of  the  sons  of  him  his  trade. 
X  -.i.r-i/-i      This  IS  not  a 

Jacob  Smith,  of  Solihull,  m  the  county  of  Warwick,  of  the  contract  of 

other  part.     The  said  James  Smith  and  Jacob  Smith  do  J^^'^"!^*'^^^  .„ 

severally  promise  and  agree  that  the  said  James  Smith  shall  imperfect  con- 

and  will  serve  the  said  John  Tompson  as  an  articled  servant,  prJ^ticeshm, 

for  the  term   of  four  years,  to  commence  from  the  4th  of  service  under 

which  does 
not  confer  a  settlement. 
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18S9.  Octoberi  1822,  to  learn  Ais  art  or  trade  of  plumber,  glazier 
and  painter,  at  the  wages  of  6s,  a  week  for  the  first  year, 
7s*  a  week  for  the  second  year,  8s.  a  week  for  the  third 
year,  and  9s.  a  week  for  the  fourth  jear;  and  it  is  agreed 
that  the  said  James  Smith  shall  be  considered  as  an  out 
apprentice;  and  the  said  James  Smith  and  Jacob  Smith  shall 
and  will  find  and  provide  for  the  said  James  Smith  suf- 
ficient meat,  drink,  washing,  lodging  and  clothing*  and  all 
other  necessaries,  during  the  said  term ;  and  the  said  James 
Smith  shall  and  will  do  and  perform  gardening  or  any  other 
work  his  master  shall  set  him  about  during  the  said  term. 
And  in  case  the  said  James  Smith  shall  be  ill  and  unable  to 
work,  or  shall  absent  himself  from  his  master's  business,  or 
lose  any  time  during  the  said  term,  that  the  said  master 
shall  not  pay  him  any  wages  during  the  time  he  shall  be  ill 
or  lose  any  time  as  aforesaid.  And  that  the  said  Jama 
Smith  shall  and  will  faithfully  serve  his  said  master  in  all 
lawful  business  during  the  said  term,  and  shall  and  will 
behave  himself  honestly,  orderly  and  obediently,  during  the 
said  term ;  and  the  said  John  Tompson  doth  promise  and 
agree  that  he  will  teach  and  instruct  the  said  James  Smith 
in  the  art  and  mystery  of  a  plumber,  glazier  and  painter, 
during  the  said  term,  in  the  best  manner  that  he  can,  and 
that  he  will  pay  the  wages  above  set  forth  to  the  said  James 
Smith  during  the  said  term;  and  the  said  parties  do  hereby 
severally  bind  themselves  for  the  true  and  faithful  perform- 
ance of  all  the  agreements  above  set  forth,  at  all  times 
during  the  said  term.'* 

This  agreement  was  signed  by  the  parties,  and  attested 
by  two  witnesses,  but  it  was  not  sealed  or  stamped.  The 
pauper  served  Tompson  under  this  agreement  for  more  than 
a  year,  and  boarded  and  lodged  during  that  time  at  Tomp- 
son*B  house,  in  the  parish  of  King^s  Morton. 

Amos  and  /////,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
e£fect  of  the  decision  of  the  sessions  is,  that  they  were  not 
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convinced  that  the  parties  contemplated  a  contract  of  hiring 
and  service.     The  question  is>  ^whether  they  should  have 
been  so  convinced  under  the  circumstances;  the  answer  is, 
uo;  for  the  contract  is   clearly  an  imperfect  contract  of 
apprenticeship,  and  not  a  contract  of  hiring  and  service. 
The  rule  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  St,MargareC$,  King's  Lynn  {a), 
and  recognised  in  Rex  v.  Combe (^b),  is  this: — "  Where  it 
appears,  from  all  the  circumstances,  that  the  parties,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  contract,  intended  to  create  the  relatioa 
of  master  and  apprentice,  the  contract  must  be  construed 
as  one  of  apprenticeships  and  then,  if  it  is  a  defective  ap- 
prenticeship, no  settlement  can  be  gained  by  service  under 
it.     Where,  on  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  the  parties 
intended  to  create  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  the 
contract  must  be  construed  as  one  of  hiring  and  service, 
and  a  settlement  will  be  gained  by  service  under  it"  (c). 
In  this  case,  as  in  the  cases  cited,  there  are  circumstances, 
some  tending  to  the  inference  that  an  apprenticeship,  others 
that  a  hiring  and  service,  was  intended ;  and  the  question 
will  be,  which,  upon  the  whole,  appears  to  have  been  the 
paramount^  and  which  the  subordinate  object  of  the  parties. 
Th«  fact  that  no  premium  was  paid  will  be  relied  upon  by 
the  other  side;  but  though  "  the  payment  of  a  premium  is 
cogent  evidence  to  shew  that  an  apprenticeship  was  in- 
tended, it  is  not  conclusive;  and  much  less  is  the  absence 
of  a  premium  evidence  to  shew  that  a  hiring  and  service 
was  intended"  (e2).     Another  point  made  on  the  other  side 
will  be,  that  the  master  agreed  to  pay  weekly  wages ;  but 
that  does  not  justify  the  inference  that  a  hiring  and  service 
was  intended,  for  the  payment  and  receipt  of  wages  are 
not  inconsistent  with  the  relation  of  master  and  apprentice: 
Rex  V.  Rainham  (e).     The  pauper  in  this  case  was  to  "  serve 
as  an  articled  servant,'^  but  he  was  also  to  be  *^  considered 
us  an  out  apprentice;"  and  it  must  be  remembered  that  an 
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1890.  apprentice  is  a  servant.  By  holding  this  agreement  to  con- 
stitute an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship,  effect  will 
be  given  to  both  those  words,  servant  and  apprentice;  and 
effect  should  be  given,  if  possible,  to  every  word  in  an 
agreement.  Though  the  pauper  was  to  serve  as  an  articled 
servant,  it  was  for  a  purpose  strongly  indicative  of  an 
apprenticeship,  namely,  ''  to  ham  the  art  or  trade  of  a 
plnmber;*'  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  agreement  the 
master  undertakes  ''  to  teach  and  instruct  the  pauper  in  the 
art  and  mystery  of  a  plumber."  The  father  of  the  pauper 
being  a  party  to  the  agreement,  is  abo  a  circumstance 
leading  to  the  inference  of  an  apprenticeship  rather  than  a 
fairing  and  service.  At  all  events,  the  intention  of  the  parties 
bdng  doubtful,  and  the  question  of  intention  being  one  of 
hct,  the  Court  will  not  disturb  the  finding  of  the  sessioiu 
upon  it. 

WaddingtoH,  contri.  The  paramount  intention  of  the 
parties,  as  appearing  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
taken  altogether,  seems  to  have  been  to  create  the  relatioD 
of  master  and  servant,  and  not  that  of  master  and  ap|»eD- 
tice.  The  question  of  intention  is  not  a  question  of  fact, 
but  of  law,  and  is  to  be  decided  upon  the  legal  construc- 
tion and  effect  of  the  agreement.  Rex  v.  Rcnnham  (a)  is 
no  authority  on  one  side  or  the  other,  as  there  it  was 
unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  contract  was  one  of 
mpprenticeship  or  of  service,  because  the  pauper  having 
served  under  it  for  more  than  a  year,  gained  a  settlemeat 
either  as  an  apprentice  or  as  a  hired  servant.  Here  it  is 
twice  stated  in  the  agreement  that  the  pauper  is  to  serve: 
he  is  called  a  servant;  he  is  to  do  gardening  or  any  other 
work  his  master  may  set  him  about;  he  is  to  receive  wages, 
and  no  premium  is  paid  with  him.  All  these  are  indicia  of 
service.  No  contract  in  which  the  word  servant  has  been 
used  has  ever  yet  been  held  to  be  a  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship.    Rex  V.  CoUishall  {b)  is  very  like  the  present  case. 

(«)  i  East,  631.  {b)  5  T.  R.  193. 
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There  A.  clubbed  with  B,  for  three  years,  (which  signifies 
one  person  contracting  to  serve  another  for  the  purpose  of     TiT^KTo 
being  taught  some  art  or  trade,)  and  also  agreed  to  do  any  v. 

work  thatB.  set  him  about;  and  it  was  held  thatii.  gained 
a  settlement  by  serving  B,  under  that  contract  for  a  year. 
Lord  Kenyan  there  said,  that  the  stipulation  that  the  pauper 
vas  to  do  any  work  his  master  set  him  about,  was  decisive 
to  shew  that  he  must  be  considered  a  hired  servant.  That 
case  was  recognised  and  acted  upon  in  Rex  v.  Martham{a), 
which  is  still  more  like  the  present.  There  A.  clubbed 
with  jB.  for  three  years,  at  weekly  wages,  with  a  proviso 
(hat  if  be  were  prevented  from  working  by  bad  weather, 
iiioess,  or  want  of  employment,  there  should  be  a  propor- 
tionate deduction  of  wages ;  and  it  was  held  that  he  gained 
a  settlement  by  serving  a  year  under  this  hiring,  though 
occasional  deductions  on  these  accounts  were  made.  The 
statement  in  this  case,  that  the  pauper  shall  be  considered 
as  an  out-apprentice,  is  outweighed  by  his  agreement  to 
serve  as  an  articled  servant.  There  are  many  cases  shewing 
that  mutual  agreements  to  learn  and  to  teach  a  trade  do 
not»  per  se,  constitute  an  apprenticeship.  Rex  v.  <S^  Mar- 
garefs.  Kings  Lynn {b),  and  Rex  v.  Combe  (r),  both  differ 
from  this  case,  because  there  no  wages  were  paid;  in  the 
former  also  it  was  intended  to  have  indentures,  but  none 
were  executed  on  account  of  the  poverty  of  the  mother;  and 
iti  the  latter  it  was  intended  to  hire  tlie  pauper  out  to 
service,  but  it  was  afterwards  thought  better  that  he  should 
go  to  learu  a  trade,  instead  of  going  to  service.  [Bayley,  J. 
Are  there  any  cases  where  the  master  expressly  contracted 
to  teach,  and  yet  the  contract  was  held  to  be  a  contract  of 
service?]  Bsx  v.  Little  Bolton  {d),  and  Rex  v.  Eccleston  (e), 
are  cases  precisely  of  that  description. 

Baylby,  J. — We  despair  of  reconciling  all  the  cases 

(a)  1  East,  2S9.  (d)  Cald.  367. 

(6)  9  D.  &R  160;  6  B.€cC.  97,  {e)  2  East,  298. 

(c)  Ante^  ii.  SO;  8  B.  &  C.  82. 
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upon  this  subject;  but  we  will  look  into  them,  and  con* 
sider  of  this  case. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Bayley,  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court — 
The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  contract  in 
respect  of  which  the  settlement  was  claimed  was  a  contract 
of  hiring  and  service,  or  a  defective  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship; for  it  was  admitted,  and  was  indeed  clear  beyond 
doubt,  that  if  it  was  a  contract  of  apprenticeship  it  was 
defectivci  and  that  service  under  it  would  not  confer  a  set- 
tlement. It  is  a  case  of  great  doubt,  but  upon  the  whole 
we  think  that  apprenticeship  was  the  object  in  view  by  the 
parties  to  the  contract.  The  agreement,  to  which  the  pau- 
per's father  was  a  party,  was,  that  the  pauper  should  serve 
one  Tompson  as  an  articled  servant  for  four  years,  to  leani 
his  art  or  trade  of  a  plumber,  at  certain  weekly  wages,  and 
that  the  pauper  should  be  considered  as  an  out-apprentice. 
In  this  instrument  the  pauper  is  described  both  as  an  arti- 
cled servant  and  as  an  apprentice;  we  must,  therefore,  look 
to  the  whole  of  the  instrument  to  learn  whether  the  parties 
contemplated  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  or  that  of 
master  and  apprentice.  Now,  first,  it  is  not  usual  for  a 
father  to  be  a  party  to  a  contract  whereby  his  son,  of  full 
age,  contracts  to  serve.  The  fact  of  the  pauper  having 
contracted  to  do  gardening  or  any  other  work,  does  not 
necessarily  shew  that  the  parties  contemplated  a  mere  hiring. 
In  Rex  v.  Combe  {a)  the  pauper  was  to  do  any  other  work 
as  well  as  that  of  a  carpenter,  and  yet  the  contract  there 
was  considered  to  be  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship. So  the  stipulation  to  pay  wages  does  not  necessarily 
imply  that  the  parties  contemplated  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant.  Here  the  master  undertook  to  teach  the 
pauper  his  trade,  so  that  the  learning  a  trade  was  clearly 
one  great  object  of  the  parties  to  the  contract.  There  is  a 
provision  in  the  instrument,  that  if  the  pauper  should  be 

(a)  Ante,  ii.  SO;  8  B.  &  C.  82. 


The  King 


Tipton. 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  X  GEO.  IV. 

ill  the  master  should  not  pay  him  any  wages  during  the 
time  of  his  illness.  That  is  by  no  means  an  improper  sti- 
pulation in  a  bargain  for  an  apprenticeship^  but  in  the  case  v. 
of  a  hiring  and  service  the  law  imposes  on  the  master  the 
obligation  of  providing  for  a  servant  during  illness.  There 
are  some  circumstances  in  this  case  tending  to  shew  that 
the  parties  contemplated  a  contract  of  apprenticeship,  and 
others  that  they  contemplated  a  contract  of  hiring  and 
service.  But  upon  the  whole,  as  it  appears  that  the  main 
object  of  the  parties  was  that  the  pauper  should  learn  the 
trade  of  his  master,  and  as  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
may  probably  have  thought  the  wages  too  low  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  remuneration  for  mere  service,  we  think, 
though  the  case  admits  of  great  doubt,  that  this  contract 
was  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship.  The  order 
of  sessions  must,  therefore,  be  confirmed. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 


The  King  t;.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ashfield-cum-Thorpe. 

X WO  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  W,  M,  Miller  and  It  is  not  neces- 
his  wife  and  children  from  Snape  to  Ashfield-cum-Thorpe,  b^^'inga^set- 
both  in  the  county  of  Suffolk.     The  sessions,  on  appeal,  dement  under 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  c.  50,  to  prove 
upon  the  following  case :—  that  the  tene- 

.       ,  11.1-  ™®"t "  °^ '"® 

The  pauper,  who  was  previously  a  settled  mhabitant  of  actual  value  of 

Ashfield-cum-Thorpe,  after  the  passing  of  the  59  Geo.  3,  iV^J^^^/nVif' 
c.  50,  and   before  the  passing  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  bon4  it  be  proved  to 
fide  hired  a  house  and  land  for  one  whole  year  in  the  parish  bonl  fide"hired 
of  Snape,  at  a  rent  exceeding  10/.,  which  he  held  and  occu-  at  that  sum. 
pied,  and  paid  that  rent  for,  more  than  one  year ;  though  at 
the  time  the  value  of  the  holding  and  occupation  was  under 
10/.  a  year. 

Brodrick,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.     By  the 
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13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  the  power  of  removal  was  confined 
to  persons  coming  to  settle  upon  tenements  under  the  yeafly 
V.  value  of  10/. ;  so  that  down  to  the  passing  of  the  59  Crfo.  3, 

AsHFiELD.  ^^  ^^  j^ii  persons  coming  to  settle  upon  tenements  above 
the  yearly  value  of  10/.  acquired  settlements.  The  latter 
statute  did  not  alter  the  law  with  respect  to  the  vrine  of 
tenements,  but  requh'ed  in  addition  that  they  shonld  be 
bon&  fide  hired  for  the  sum  of  10/.  by  the  year.  This 
appears  from  the  6  Geo,  4,  c.  57,  whichi  after  reciting  that 
the  settlement  of  the  poor  had  been  made  in  some  instances 
to  depend  upon  the  annual  value  of  tenements,  and  that  the 
ascertaining  such  value  had  given  rise  to  very  expensive 
litigation,  repeals  the  59  Geo.  S,  c.  50,  and  enacts,  among 
other  things,  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  the 
value  of  such  tenement.  That  amounts  to  a  legislative 
exposition  of  the  meaning  of  the  59  Geo,  3,  c.  50,  namely, 
that  it  did  not  alter  the  law  as  to  the  value  of  the  tenement; 
proof,  therefore,  that  the  tenement  in  this  case  was  of  the 
yearly  value  of  10/.,  was  necessary,  and  that  fact  having 
been  disproved,  no  settlement  was  acquired. 

Bayley,  J. — The  statute  59  Geo,  9,  c.  50,  requires  that 
the  tenement  shall  be  bon&  fide  hired  at  and  for  the  sum  of 
10/.  by  the  year.  I  think  that  does  not  mean  that  the  tene-* 
raent  shall  be  worth  10/.  by  the  year,  but  that  it  leaves  tlie 
actual  value  immaterial,  provided  the  tenement  is  bon&fide 
hired  at  10/.  by  the  year.  The  proviso  in  the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  57,  "  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  the  actual 
value  of  the  tenement,"  was,  I  apprehend,  introduced  merely 
for  greater  caution. 

LiTTL£DALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Parke,  J. — One  great  cause  of  the  disputes  and  con- 
troversies mentioned  in  the  preamble  of  the  59  Geo.  S,  c  50, 
was  the  necessity  of  proving  the  value  of  the  tenement 
The  object  of  that  statute  was  to  prevent  litigation,  and  it 
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requires  that  the  teoement  shall  be  bona  fide  hired  at  the 

sum  of  10/.  by  the  year.     Generally  speaking,  the  rent      The  Kmo 

agreed  upon  between  landlord  and  tenant  is  the  best  cri«     '      v* 

.  ASHFIELD. 

terion  of  value»  and  I  think  the  legislature  intended  to  dis- 
pense with  any  other  evidence  of  value.  Where  it  appears 
that  the  value  of  the  tenement  is  considerably  less  than  10/; 
a  year,  that  is  evidence  to  shew  that  it  was  not  booft  fide 
hired  at  that  suni.  Where  it  is  bon^.fide  hired  at  that  sum, 
I  think  that  is  sufficient. 

Order  of  Sessions  quaslied. 


The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Lower  Mitton. 

By  a  rate  made  in  February,  1826,  for  the  relief  of  the  The  tolls  pay- 
poor  of  the  hamlet  of  Lower  Mitton,  in  the  parish  of  Kid-  through  i^ks 

derminster,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  the  Staffordshire  belonging  to  a 

canal  compop 
and  Worcestershire  Canal  Company  were  rated  for  their  nv,  are  rate- 
basins,  towing-paths,  and  that  part  of  their  canal,  and  the  *"'®  SkiST 
locks  thereoni  lying  within  Lower  Mitton,  and  for  the  tolls  in  the  parish 
and  dues  arising  therefrom  due  at  Lower  Mitton,  on  4000/.,  \^^  J[j^  ^^ 
at  the  sum  of  0,001,     On  hearing  an  appeal  against  the  rate  tuate. 
the  sessions  amended  the  rate  by  reducing  the  sum  for 
which  the  company  were  rated  from  4000/.  to  706/.  9«-  6rf., 
subject,  as  to  the  lock  duties  hereinafter  described,  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case : — 

By  an  act  of  6  Geo.  S,  the  company  are  authorised  to 
take  rates  and  duties  for  tonnage  and  wharfage  for  all  goods 
conveyed  on  the  canal,  not  exceeding  three  halfpence  per 
mile  for  every  ton,  and  so  in  proportion  for  any  greater  or 
less  quantity  than  a  ton.  By  another  act  of  10  Geo,  3,  the 
company  are  authorised  to  take  tonnage  proportionably  for 
any  distance  less  than  a  mile  which  any  commodities  shall 
be  conveyed  on  the  canal,  and  the  boats,  barges,  and  other 
vessels  passing  through  the  two  locks  erected  between  the 
river  Severn  and  the  canal  basin,  are  to  pay  a  toll  or  lock 
due  of  one  penny  per  ton,  in  lieu  of  the  tonnage  of  three 
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1 829.  halfpence  per  mile  fixed  by  the  previous  act  of  6  Geo.  5. 
The  canal  basin  is  twelve  feet  belovir  the  level  of  the  canal, 
and  twentj-four  feet  above  that  of  the  Severn^  with  which 
it  communicates  through  the  two  locks  mentioned  in  this 
enactment.  These  locks  receive  the  necessary  supply  of 
water  from  the  basin,  which  is  itself  supplied  partly  from 
the  canal  and  partly  from  the  Severn.  The  supply  from 
the  Severn  is  raised  by  means  of  a  steam-engine^  which  is 
used  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  raise  this  supply.  The 
lock  dues  received  by  the  company  for  boats,  barges,  and 
other  vessels  passing  through  these  locks,  from  November, 
1825,  to  November,  1826,  amounted  to  S50/.  The  locks, 
basin,  and  steam-engine,  are  locally  situated  in  the  hamlet 
of  Lower  Mitton.  The  boats,  barges,  and  other  vessels, 
which  pass  through  these  locks,  for  the  most  part  bring 
into  the  basin  cargoes  to  be  taken  up  the  canal,  and  which 
in  fact  are  subsequently  so  taken,  or  take  out  of  the  basin 
cargoes  which  have  been  brought  down  the  canal;  and  the 
toll  of  one  penny  per  ton  is  due  and  paid  for  merely  passing 
through  the  two  locks  from  the  canal  basin  to  the  Severn, 
and  vice  vers&.  The  barges  that  pass  from  the  Severn  into 
the  canal  basin  cannot  navigate  the  canal,  and  the  boats  that 
come  down  the  canal  rarely  pass  into  the  Severn,  but  trans- 
ship their  cargoes  in  the  basin  into  the  Severn  barges ;  and 
the  toll  for  passing  the  two  locks  is  in  both  cases  paid 
for  the  barges  and  boats.  If  a  canal  boat  pass  into  the 
Severn  from  the  basin,  it  pays  the  lock  dues  in  addition  to 
the  milage  dues  paid  for  carrying  goods  along  the  canal. 
The  lock  dues  paid  as  above  stated  are  the  only  profits 
which  the  company  derive  from  the  Severn  locks. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  of  opinion  that  the 
profits  of  the  locks  were  not  ratable  in  Lower  Mitton  only, 
but  that  they  should  be  divided  among  all  the  parishes 
through  which  the  canal  runs,  in  proportion  to  the  length 
of  canal  in  each  parish,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  general 
profits  of  the  canal  were  divided. 

If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  were 
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wi'ongy  the  rate  is  to  be  amended  bj  increasing  the  amount 
at  which  the  company  are  rated  from  706/.  9$*  (id,  to 
1056/.  9s.  6d. 

M'Mahofs,  Whateley,  and  Holroyd,  in  support  of  the 
order  of  sessions.     If  the  milage  dues  of  three  halfpence 
per  ton  are,  for  the  purpose  of  rating,  properly  divided 
among  all  the  parishes  through  which  the  canal  runs,  it  will 
follow  that  the  lock  dues  of  one  penny  per  ton  should  be 
divided  in  the  same  manner ;  for  there  is  really  no  distinc- 
tion between  them;  the  latter  are  merely  substituted  in  lieu 
of  the  former.     Now  the  milage  dues  are  properly  divided 
among  all  the  parishes  through  which  the  canal  runs.    The 
principle  is  fully  established,  that  the  tolls  of  a  canal  are 
ratable  as  the  profits  of  land.  Rex  v.  Milton  (a) ;  and  it 
cannot  be  disputed  that  the  profits  of  land  are  ratable  in  the 
parish  in  which  the  land  producing  them  lies.     If  there  be 
one  entire  profit  produced  by  land  lying  in  several  parishes, 
that  profit  must  be  divided  among  the  several  parishes,  in 
the  proportion  in  which  the  land  in  each  parish  contributes 
to  produce  it.     In  the  case  of  a  canal,  where  the  water  is 
constantly  flowing  from  one  part  to  another,  all  the  land 
over  which  the  water  flows  contributes  to  the  general  navi- 
gation.    The  portions  of  land  lying  in  different  parishes 
combine,  simultaneously,  to  supply  the  navigation  in  one 
parish.      The  price  paid  for  that  navigation  being  thus 
earned  by  all  the  land,  is  the  profit  of  all  the  land;  there- 
fore that  profit  must  be  divided  equally  among  all  the  parts 
of  the  canal;  in  other  words,  among  all  the  parishes  through 
which  the  canal  runs,  in  proportion  to  the  quantity  of  land 
lying  in  each.     If  the  tolls  of  a  navigation  are  to  be  deemed 
the  profit,  not  of  all  the  land  employed  in  furnishing  the 
navigation,  but  of  that  part  of  it  only  over  which  the  navi- 
gation is  in  fact  made,  it  may  happen  that  the  land  over 
which  no  navigation  takes  place  will  have  no  profit  at  all 
assigned  to  it.     Suppose  this  case : — A  canal  is  commenced 
(a)  SB.  &  A.  lis. 
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in  the  parish  of  A.,  not  for  the  purpose?  of  navigation  there, 
but  merely  to  obtain  a  supply  of  water.    The  canal  is  not 
navigated  in  the  parish  of  A.,  but  is  navigated  in  other 
parishes,  and  large  profits  arise  from  the  use  of  the  water 
supplied  in  the  parish  of  il.     It  cannot  be  said  that  the  land 
in  the  parish  of  A.  produces  no  profit,  but  it  will  be  ratable 
only  in  respect  of  the  profits  which  it  contributes  to  the 
earning  of  in  other  parishes.     In  Rex  v.  The  New  River 
Company  (a)  it  was  found  that  a  certain  piece  of  land,  rated 
at  300/.  a  year,  was,  if  not  covered  wiA  water,  worth  only 
5l,  a  year;  but  if  the  advantage  which  the  company  derived, 
in  other  parishes,  from  the  use  of  the  water,  might  by  law  be 
included  in  the  rate  upon  the  land  in  which  the  water  arose, 
the  land  and  water  together  were  of  the  annual  vahie  at 
which  they  were  rated ;  and  the  Court  held  that  that  ad- 
vantage might  by  law  be  included  in  that  rate.    That  case 
is  in  principle  not  distinguishable  froa»  the  present    There, 
the  water  was  conveyed  to  other  parishes  by  pipe9  under 
ground,  here,  in  trenches  above  ground ;  there,  it  was  sold 
to  housekeepers  for  domestic  purposes,  here,  it  is  sold  to 
bargemen  for  the  conveyance  of  their  goodsw     Rex  v.  The 
Mayor  of  Bath(b\  Rex  v.  The  Roehdak  Water  Works  (c), 
and  Rex  v.  Palmer  (d),  all  concur  in  establishing  this  prin- 
ciple ;  and  in  the  latter  Abbott,  C.  J.,  said,  *'  Here  the 
navigation  runs  through  fourteen  different  parishes,  and  the 
whole  is  rated  in  one  parish.     Now  having  decided  that  a 
canal  is  ratable  in  each  and  every  parish  through  which  it 
passes,  it  follows  that  this  rate  should  have  been  divided 
into  fourteen  different  portions,  instead  of  being  imposed 
entirely  in  one  parish.     If  this  were  not  so,  the  navigation 
might  be  rated  twice  over.     The  principle  upon  which  this 
is  founded  is  very  plain  and  simple.     I  have  the  utmost 
reverence  for  the  learning  of  the  judges  who  decided  tome 
of  the  former  cases  upon  questions  of  this  nature,  where  a 
contrary  doctrine  has  been  held,  but  sttt),  of  late  years,  the 


(a)  1  M.  &  S.  503. 
(6)  14  East,  609. 


c)  1  M.&S.  634. 
(rf)  2D.&R.793;  1  B.&C.546- 
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Court  has  been  gradually  cotning  to  what  is  the  true  prin-'        1BS9. 
ciple,  and  unquestionably  the  common  sense  of  the  thing, 
namely,  that  in  whatever  parish  the  land  is  occupied,  a9 
land  covered  with  water,  and  is  productive  of  profit  to  the 
proprietor,  it  is  to  be  rated  in  each  and  every  parish,  ac- 
cording to  the  profits  it  produces,  although  they  may  not 
be  received  in  that  parish,  but  in  another  and  different 
parish/'  {a)    ^Parke,  J.  If  in  one  parish  there  were  several 
locks,  and  by  reason  of  the  expense  of  erecting  and  main* 
taining  them,  there  were  a  larger  sara  payable  than  in  other 
parishes,  would  you  say  that  the  charge  of  those  locks,  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  rate,  should  be  made  with 
reference  to  the  expense  in  the  particular  parish,  or  with 
reference  to  the  general  fund  ?]     To  the  general  fund^  cei^ 
tainly.     The  locks  alone  might  in  many  cases  prove  to  be 
a  loss  in  the  particular  parish^  nnless  the  expenses  were 
chargeable  to  the  general  fund.     Secondly,,  the  lock  dues 
must  be  apportioned  in  the  same  manner  as  the  mileage 
does.     The  lock  duty  of  one  penny  per  ton  is  given  ex- 
pressly in  lieu  of  the  railage  duty  of  three  halfpence  per 
ton.     If  the  one  constitutes  a  general  profit  divisible  among 
all  thje  parishes,  why  should  not  the  other  i    The  locks  are 
a  part  of  the  canal,  and  the  lock  dues  are  merely  substituted 
for  the  milage  dues  upon  that  particular  part  of  the  canal. 
The  other  locks  upon  this  canal  are  not  distinguished  as 
respects  the  toll  from  the  general  line  of  the  navigation ; 
the  toll  for  passing  through  them,  therefore,  most  clearly 
be  distributed  along  the  whole  Kne  of  the  canal :  and  if 
seems  difficolt  to  say  why  a  different  rale  should  be  aipplied 
to  the  two  Severn  locks,  the  toll  of  which  differs  from  that 
of  the  others  only  in  amount,  that  difference  of  amonni 
being  only  sufficient  to  meet  the   increased  expense  of 
maintaining  the  Severn  locks.    [Parke,  J.  Suppose  these 
locks  belonged  to  one  person,  and  the  rest  of  the  canal  to 
others^  where  should  the  lock  dues  be  rated  ?]     Iti  Lower 
Mitton,  no  doubt;  because  then,  though  the  profits  would 

(a)  2D.&R.797. 
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1899.  be  earaed  by  means  of  water  coming  along  the  whole  liDe 
*of  the  canal,  it  would  not  come  from  his  land.  The  cases 
in  which  the  profits  of  a  lock  arising  exclusively  from  land 
lying  within  the  parish  have  been  held  to  be  wholly  ratable 
in  that  parish,  do  not  apply,  because  here  the  profits  arise 
in  part  from  land  lying  in  other  parishes.  Rex  v.  Kings- 
mnford{a)  will  doubtless  be  relied  on  for  the  other  side, 
but  that  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  present,  for  there 
it  could  not  be  pretended  that  one  of  the  three  canals  con- 
tributed to  produce  the  toll  given  in  respect  of  the  others. 
That  decision,  therefore,  cannot  affect  this  case;  and  though 
it  may  be  endeavoured  to  give  the  observations  of  Bayley,i. 
there  a  more  extended  application  than  they  were  intended 
to  have,  they  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  particular  case:  if  they  were  understood 
as  having  a  more  general  application,  they  would  be  at 
variance  with  the  principle,  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Palmer  {b). 

Shutt,  contrs^.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Kingstoinford  (a)  is 
not  distinguishable  from  the  present,  and  shews  clearly  that 
the  company  should  be  rated  for  these  lock  dues  wholly  in 
the  hamlet  of  Lower  Mitton.  The  fallacy  of  the  whole 
argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  it  assumes  the  water  to 
be  rated  instead  of  the  land.  If  that  argument  is  well 
founded,  every  parish  in  which  there  is  the  smallest  con- 
tributory stream  may  rate  the  company  for  the  proportion 
of  its  meritorious  services,  in  bearing  a  part  of  the  water,' 
the  whole  of  which,  it  is  said,  earns  these  dues;  and  all 
the  land  over  which  the  Severn  passes,  from  its  source  in 
Plinlimmon  to  the  hamlet  of  Lower  Mitton,  will  be  entitled 
to  participate  in  these  dues,  because  a  part  of  the  water  by 
which  they  are  earned  is  supplied  by  the  Severn.  It  might 
as  well  be  contended  that  the  approaches  to  a  bridge  are 
entitled  to  participate  in  the  tolls  of  a  bridge,  because, 
without  those  approaches,  no  person  could  reach  the  bridge, 

(«)  Ante,  i.  20;  7  B.  &  C.  236.     (6)  2  D.  &  R.  793;  1  B.  &  C.  546. 
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and  no  toll  could  be  earned.     Rex  v.  Cardington  (a)  is  de- 
cisive upon  this  point.     Rex  v.  The  New  River  Company  (6)     The  Kimo 
is  an  essentially  different  case :  there  were  no  boats  there ;  «• 

the  profit  was  derived  not  from  the  use  of  the  water,  by  Mittov 
working  boats  along  the  canal,  but  by  the  sale  of  the  water 
itself.  In  Rex  v.  Palmer  (c),  Abbott,  C.  J.,  said,  "  This  is 
very  different  from  the  case  of  a  sluice.  In  that  case  the 
tolls  become  due  for  the  use  of  the  sluice  itself,  and  the 
proprietor  must  contribute  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  that 
parish  where  the  sluice  is  situate"  {d).  Here  the  toll  be- 
comes due  for  the  use  of  the  lock,  and  the  same  conse- 
quence follows. 

The  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  in  these  sittings, 
when  the  Court  took  time  for  consideration.  Judgment 
was  now  delivered  by 

Bayley,  J.— rThe  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
profits  of  some  locks  which  were  situate  in  Lower  Mitton, 
were  ratable  in  all  the  different  parishes  through  which  the 
canal  to  which  they  appertained  ran,  in  proportion  to  the 
land  in  each  parish;  or  whether  they  were  to  be  rated 
wholly  in  the  parish  in  which  the  locks  were  situate.  The 
sessions  were  of  opinion  that  they  were  to  be  rated  through- 
out the  whole  line  of  the  canal,  proportionably  in  each 
parish;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  their  decision  was 
wrong.  It  is  fully  established  by  Rex  v.  Milton  (e),  and 
Rex  v.  Palmer  (c),  that  the  profits  of  a  canal  or  navigation 
are  ratable  as  the  profits  of  land  covered  with  water  in  the 
particular  parish  in  which  the  land  lies;  and  it  follows  from 
thence,  and  was  so  decided  in  Rex  v.  Kif^swinford  if), 
that  they  are  ratable  in  each  parish  in  proportion  to  the 
profit  which  that  part  of  the  land  covered  with  water  which 
lies  in  the  parish  produces.  .  If  it  is  more  productive  in 

(a)  Cowp.  581.  (<0  1  B.  &  C.  550. 

(b)  1  M.  &  S.  503.  (0  3  B.  &  A.  112. 

(c)  2  D.  & R. 793;  1  B.& C. 546.         C/*)  -^n/e,  i.  20 ;  7  B.  &  C.  236. 


718 


1899. 


CASES  IN  THE  KINGS  BENCH, 

aome  than  in  other  parts  of  the  canal,  either  because  there 
is  more  traffic  or  because  larger  tolls  are  due  upon  it,  or 
because  the  outgoings  and  expenses  there  are  less,  it  must 
be  assessed  at  a  higher  proportionate  value.  It  was,  how- 
ever, contended  that  there  is  a  dbtinction  between  a  canal 
or  navigation  and  a  lock,  and  that  a  lock  is  profitable, 
because  it  is  supplied  with  water  from  the  rest  of  the  canal 
Ijing  in  other  parishes.  This  argument,  assuming  it  to  be 
well  founded,  only  proves  that  a  part  of  the  source  of  pr<^t 
is  derived  from  the  other  parishes  through  which  the  canal 
passes,  and  that  consequently  a  part  only  of  the  lock  dues 
ought  to  be  ascribed  to  those  parishes;  for  the  dues  are 
payable  as  well  for  the  use  of  the  water  derived  from  the 
Severn  as  from  the  canal,  and  also  for  the  uae  of  the  ;Boil 
and  fixed  machinery  of  the  locks;  and  therefore  the  mk 
adopted  by  the  sessions,  even  according  to  the  argument  on 
the  part  of  the  respondents,  was  wrong.  We  are  of  opi- 
sion,  however,  that  there  is  no  distinction,  ae  to  its  rata- 
lulity,  between  a  lock. and  a  portion  of  a  canal  or  river 
Murigation;  and  that,  whether  the  subject-matter  of  the 
occupation  be  productive  in  itself,  or  rendered  productive 
by  something  derived  from  another  parish,  or  by  being  used 
in  conjunction  with  property  in  another  parish,  no  diffs- 
i^nce  is  to  be  made  in  the  mode  of  rating.  Thus,  whether 
the  water  of  a  canal  be  derived  from  the  same  parish  or 
another  parish,  whether  conveyed  in  pipes  or  carts,  or  by 
engines,  makes  no  difference,  if  the  land  in  which  it  is 
placed  be  thereby  rendered  more  valuable.  It  makes  no 
diffei^nce  whether  it  remains  comparatively  still  as  in  a 
canal,  or  is  moving  continually  as  in  a  river,  or  occasionally 
as  in  a  lock ;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference  that,  unless 
there  was  a  canal  in  another  parish  connected  with  the  lock, 
no  profit  would  be  gained.  It  might  as  well  be  contended 
that  the  profits  of  a  bridge,  which  would  not  arise  unless 
there  were  approaches  to  it,  or  of  land  rendered  more 
valuable  by  roads  in  an  adjoining  parish,  should  be  rated 
in  part  only  in  the  parish  in  which  such  bridge  or  land  is 
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situate.    The  same  argument  would  apply  also  to  a  mill.         isao. 
The  occupier  of  a  mill  is  rated  in  respect  of  his  profits,      Th^^u 
without  considering  from  whence  the  water  that  works  the  «. 

mill  comes ;  if  he  is  obliged  to  pay  a  consideration  for  the  Mm^ 
use  of  that  water,  that  may  be  one  of  the  expenses  to  be 
deducted  out  of  the  profits  made  by  the  mill,  but  still  it 
would  not  vary  the  place  where  the  rate  is  to  be  imposed. 
The  order  of  sessions  must  therefore  be  quashed,  and  the 
sessions  must  rate  the  company  according  to  the  annual 
profit  or  value  which  the  subject  of  occupation  within  the 
parish  produces.  That,  generally  speaking,  would  be  pro- 
perly estimated  at  the  rent  which  a  tenant  would  give,  he 
paying  poor  rates  and  the  expenses  of  repairs,  and  the  other 
annual  expenses  necessary  for  making  the  subject  of  occu- 
pation productive;  and  a  further  deduction  from  that  rent 
should  be  allowed,  where  the  subject  is  of  a  perishable 
nature,  towards  the  expense  of  renewing  or  reproducing  it. 
This  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  The  Duke  of  Bridge- 
water's  Irustees  (a),  and  Rex  v.  Tomlins&n  (6).  The  case, 
therefore,,  must  be  referred  back  to  the  sessions,  to  adjust 
the  rate  upon  this  principle. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed,  and  case  referred 
back  to  the  Sessions  accordingly. 

(a)  Ante^  143 ;  9  B.  &  C.  68.  (b)  Ante,  169;  9  B.  &  C.  169. 


The  Kino,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Inhabitants  of  the 
Parish  of  Cottinoham,  in  the  County  of  Northampton, 
V.  Sir  Richard  Brooke  de  Capbl  Brooke,  Bart. 

±  HE  defendant  appealed  against  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  An  appeal 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Cottingham,  in  the  county  of  J^^on^liT**'^ 

Northampton,   for  certain  saleable   underwoods   in   that  ^and  that  ^. 

18  improperly 
omitted,  cannot  be  heard  unless  notice  of  the  appeal,  and  of  the  ground  of  it,  nave  been 
-given  to  J. 
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parish ;  and  the  sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case : — 

There  are  one  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  land,  called 
Lord  Sondes'  Park,  within  the  parish  of  Cottinghani,  in 
respect  of  which  no  person  is  rated.  The  park  is  in  the 
occupation  of  Mr.  Peach,  as  tenant  to  Lord  Sondes,  Evi- 
dence was  offered,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  to  prove 
that,  at  the  time  the  rate  was  made,  this  land  was  profitably 
occupied,  for  the  purpose  of  calling  upon  the  Court  to 
quash  the  rate,  on  the  ground  that  no  person  was  rated  in 
respect  of  it.  The  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of 
the  respondents,  as  it  bad  not  been  proved  that  notice  of 
the  appeal  had  been  served  on  Mr.  Peach  or  Lord  Sondes. 
The  evidence  was  rejected.  The  question  for  the  opinion 
of  this  Court  was,  whether  or  not  the  evidence  ought  to 
have  been  admitted. 

Denman,  {Humfrey  and  McDowell  were  with  him,)  ia 
support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  sessions  were  right 
in  refusing  to  hear  the  evidence.  The  41  Geo.  3,  c.  23,  s.6, 
expressly  provides  that  persons  appealing  against  any  rate 
shall  give  notice  not  only  to  the  churchwardens  or  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  but  to  all  other  persons  interested  or 
concerned  in  the  event  of  the  appeal.  (Here  the  Court 
stopped  him.) 

Miller,  contr4.  The  sessions  ought  to  have  heard  the 
evidence  and  tried  the  appeal.  The  17  Geo,  ^,  c.  38,  s.6, 
provides,  that  upon  all  appeals  from  rates,  the  justices, 
where  they  see  cause  to  give  relief,  shall  amend  the  rate 
in  such  manner  only  as  shall  be  necessary  for  giving  such 
relief,  without  altering  the  rate  with  respect  to  other  per- 
sons mentioned  in  it;  but  if,  upon  appeal  from  the  whole 
rate,  it  shall  be  found  necessary  to  quash  it,  then  they  shall 
order  a  new  rate  to  be  made.  That  statute,  s.  4,  requires 
notice  of  appeal  to  be  given  to  the  churchwardens  or  over- 
seers of  the  poor  only.     It  was  at  first  thought,  with  refe- 


Brooke, 
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rence  to  this  statute,  that  M'henever  an  alteration  in  the  rate         18^9. 
was  necessary  bj  adding  the  name  of  a  person  not  men- 
tioned  in  it,  the  justices  were  bound  to  amend  without  v. 

quashing;  Rex  v.  Ringwood{a),  liex  v.  Witney  (6);  but  a 
contrary  opinion  has  since  prevailed,  Rex  v.  Andover{c\ 
Rex  V.  Darlwgton  {d).    Then  the  41  Geo,  3,  c.  23,  s.  6, 
provides,  that  the  justices  shall  not  upon  appeal  amend  a 
rate,  by  adding  the  name  of  a  person  improperly  omitted, 
unless  notice  has  been  given  to  that  person;  but  it  does 
not  therefore  follow  that  the  appeal  is  not  to  be  heard 
where  such  notice  has  not  been  given;  for  such  an  omission 
vitiates  the  rate,  and  it  ought  to  be  quashed.     Here  it 
appears  that  a  certain  tract  of  land  was  ratable,  and  was 
not  rated.     [Boy/ey,  J.  We  cannot  tell  that  it  was  ratable ; 
the  question    is,    whether  the  appellant    was  entitled  to 
go  into  his  case,  and  prove  it  ratable.]     It  is  clear  that  he 
was,  for  the  purpose  of  quashing  the  rate ;  notice  to  the 
occupier  is  only  necessary  where  the  object  is  to  amend 
the  rate.     [Bay ley,  J.  In  Rex  v.  Ambleside  (e)  it  was  held, 
that  the  proper  course  in  such  a  case  is  to  amend  the  rate, 
and  not  to  quash  it.]     But  in  a  later  case.  Rex  v.  The  Hull 
Dock  Company  (f),  it  was  held,  that  in  such  a  case  the 
onus  does  not  lie  upon  the  appellant  to  give  the  sessions 
the  means  of  amending  the  rate,  but  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  parish  officers  to  do  so.     [Bayley,  J.  But  you  had  no 
right  to  proceed  at  all.     You  were  not  in  a  condition  to  do 
so.     You  had  given  no  notice  to  the  parties,  who  had  a 
right  to  cross-examine  your  witnesses,  and  to  be  heard  for 
themselves.     Parke,  J.  If  you  are  right,  you  may  always 
in  such  a  case  insure  the  quashing  of  a  rate  by  omitting  to 
give  notice  to  the  parties  interested.     Bayley,  J.  The  pre- 
sent argument  is  directly  against  the  words  of  the  41  Geo,  3, 
c.  25,  s.  6.]    In  Rex  v.  Aberavon  (g)  this  Court  confirmed 

(a)  Cowp.  336.  (e)  16  East,  380. 

(*)  5  Burr.  3634 ;  «  W.  Bl.  709.         (/)  5  D.  &  R.  359 ;  3  B.  &  C. 

(c)  Cowp,  550.  516. 

(d)  6  T.  R.  468.  (g)  5  East,  453. 
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an  order  of  sessious  for  quashing  a  rate,  for  the  reason  now 
suggested,  although  one  of  the  objections  to  the  appeal  was, 
that  the  parties  interested  had  no  notice.  [Bayky^i.  It 
did  not  appear  there  with  certainty  that  the  corporation  were 
not  the  proper  persons  to  be  served  with  notice,  and  tbej 
had  notice.}  The  omission  here  made  the  rate  bad ;  there- 
fore the  sessions  should  have  heard  the  appeal  and  quashed 
the  rate ;  then,  when  a  new  rate  was  made,  all  the  parties 
to  be  affected  by  it  would  have  bad  notice. 

BaylEy,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  of  Jlei  v. 
Aberavon  (a)  is  an  authority  ogaimt  the  argument  addressed 
to  us  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  in  this  case.    There^  the 
notice  of  appeal  was  given  to  the  corporation  at  targe,  as 
the  parties  interested,  the  ground  of  appeal  being  that 
certain  lands,  said  to  be  occupied  by  them,  were  not  rated. 
It  was  contended  on  the  other  side  that  they  were  not  the 
occupiers,  but  that  there  was  an  actual   occupation  by 
certain  burgesses  and  widows  of  burgesses ;  and  the  ques- 
tion arose,  whether  the  Court  could  quash  or  amend  (he 
rate  in  the  absence  of  notice  to  them.     Lord  EOenborough 
said,  ^  ^the  case  is  very  loosely  and  inaccurately  drawn. 
Wc  ought  to  have  the  rigirt  of  enjoyment  more  distinctly 
stated.     It  does  not  appear  whether  the  burgesses  who 
turned  stock  on  the  common  did  so  in  right  .of  their  fran- 
chise, or  by  permission    of  the  corporate  body.**    The 
Court  were  then  about  to  send  the  case  back  to  the  ses- 
sions to  be  re-stated,  in  order  to  see  whether  the  burgesses 
were  the  occupiers  or  not;  which  must  have  clearly  been 
upon  the  principle  that  the  occupiers  ought  to  have  had 
notice  of  the  appeal.     But  Lord  Ellenborough,  after  con- 
sideration, said,  "  I  think  wc  may  deal  with  the  case  as  it 
is.     Here  is  a  large  tract  of  property  producing  profit, 
which  is  liable  to  be  rated,  and  no  person  is  in  fact  rated 
for  it.    This  property  is  stated  to  belong  to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  it  may  be  doubtftil  whether  the  occtrpatioti  shewn 

(a.)  5  East,  453. 
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be  their  occupation  or  that  of  individuals.  Under  such 
circumstances  I  cannot  say  that  the  sessions  have  done 
wrong  in  quashing  the  rate/'  Prior  to  the  passing  of  the 
17  Geo.  Q,  c.  38,  wherever  any  person  was  improperly 
omitted  in  a  rate,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  bound 
to  quash  it.  That  state  of  the  law  produced  inconveni* 
ences,  for  remedying  which  that  statute  was  passed,  which, 
however,  though  it  gave  the  sessions  power  to  amend, 
made  bo  provision  for  giving  notice  to  the  person  whosd 
name  was  omitted.  It  being  afterwards  thought  unjuat 
tbat  a  party  should  be  affected  by  having  hia  name  inserted 
til  a  rate  without  notice,  the  statute  41  Geo,  S,  c.  23,  was 
passed  to  remedy  that  evil.  The  preamble  of  that  statute 
reciter,  that  by  the  17  Geo.  %  c.  38,  power  was  given  to 
jsetices  ttpon  appeals  from  rates,  where  they  should  see 
just  cause  16  give  relief,  to  amend  the  same  in  such  manner 
only  us  should  be  necessary  for  giving  such  relief,  witbout 
altering  such  rates  with  respect  to  other  persons  mentioned 
in  the  same.  But  if  Mr.  MUler^s  argument  were  to  prevail, 
tbe  sessions  would  no  longer  have  the  option  of  amending 
races;  they  woald  in  aH  cases  of  omission  be  compellable 
eo  quash  them,  and  thus  the  number  of  appeals  would  be 
doubled.  The  sixth  section  of  the  41  Gee.  3,  c.  ^,  how- 
ever, is  general,  and  applies  equally  to  all  cases,  whether 
of  amending  or  of  quashing  rates.  It  provides,  m  plain 
unequivocal  terms,  that  if  any  person  shall  appeal  against 
any  rate,  because  any  other  person  is  omitted  to  be  rated 
therein,  the  person  so  appeating  shall  give  notice  of  appeal 
io  writing  to  the  other  person  so  interested  in  the  eveirt  of 
such  appeal.  In  the  present  case,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that 
such  a  notice  of  appeal  was  necessary;  and  that  not  having 
been  given,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  course  pursued  by  the 
jastices  at  sessions  was  right,  and  that  their  order  must  be 
eoaftmied. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
3  A  2 
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v^..,^^^  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitaots  of  Witherly. 

An  unsac-  TWO  justices,  by  their  order,  removed  Thomas  Oxford 
foS  T^^  *°^  ****  ^*'®  ^"^  children  from  the  parish  of  Witherly  to 
pointmeot  of  the  parish  of  Hinckley,  both  in  the  county  of  Leicester. 
1802*niade  in  ^°  appeal,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the 
the  pansh  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case : — 
among  the  The  pauper  was  bound  apprentice  to  William  Hurst,  in 

papers  of  B.  jj^^  appellant  parish,  to  the  business  of  a  framework-knitter, 
had  acted  as  by  indenture  bearing  date  6th  July,  1802,  which  witnessed, 
wlwh^adwjted  ****^  Thomas  Goodman,  churchwarden  of  the  parish  of 
as  overseer  in  Hinckley,  and  Robert  White,  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the 
is  sufficient  ^^id  parish,  by  and  with  the  consent  of  two  justices.  Sec., 
pnmA  fecie  |,ad  put  and  placed  the  pauper,  a  poor  boy  of  their  parish, 
loss  of  the  aged  eleven  years  or  thereabouts,  apprentice  to  William 
To^etTiT^rrol  ^"'■*^'  ""^^*  ^^  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
evidence  of  its  This  indenture  was  regularly  allowed  by  two  justices,  and 
without  pro-  ^^^  executed  by  Goodman,  White,  and  Hurst. 
ducingthepro-  Under  this  indenture  the  pauper  served  five  years  in  the 
will  of  ^.  or  parish  of  Hinckley.  The  respondents  admitted  that  the 
of  B.  parish  chest  of  Witherly  had  been  searched,  and  that  nothing 

relating  to  the  appointment  of  overseers  for  the  year  when 
the  indenture  was  executed,  had  been  found. 

The  appellants  contended  that  only  one  overseer  had 
been  appointed  for  Witherly  in  that  year,  and  in  order  to 
dispose  of  the  original  appointment  of  White,  in  conformity 
with  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Stoke  Golding  (a),  they  called  one 
Fox,  who  stated  that  White  was  dead ;  that  his,  the  wit- 
ness's, father  was  Whitens  executor,  and  was  also  dead; 
jthat  witness's  reason  for  S£(ying  his  father  was  executor  to 
White  was,  because  he  acted  as  such,  and  because  witness 
always  understood  he  was  left  so  by  the  will.  To  this 
evidence  the  respondents  objected,  but  it  was  admitted  by 
the  sessions.  The  witness  also  produced  a  letter  from  a 
son  of  White,  addressed  to  witness's  father,  expressing 
satisfaction  that  he  was  left  in  trust;  which  letter  was  re- 

(fl)  1  B.&  A.  173. 
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ceived  in  evidence  subject  to  the  same  objection.    Witness        i829. 

further  stated  that  he  had  searched  his  father's  papers  in 

the  presence  of  his  mother,  who,  as  witness  stated,  was  his 

father's  executrix,  but  that  he  found  no  appointment  of    Witherly. 

White  as  overseer  of  Witherly  among  them. 

The  sessions  thought  that  sufficient  search  for  the  ap- 
pointment had  been  mad 6,  and  after  hearing  parol  evidence 
to  prove  that  only  one  overseer  had,  in  fact,  been  appointed 
for  Witherly  in  the  year  in  question,  quashed  the  order  for 
insufficiency  in  the  indenture. 

Humfrey,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  de- 
cision of  the  sessions  was  right.  All  the  means  of  procur- 
ing primary  evidence  had  been  exhausted,  and  the  secondary 
evidence,  therefore,  was  admissible.  All  that  was  laid 
down  as  requisite  to  be  done  in  Rex  v.  Stoke  Golding  (a), 
was  done  in  the  present  case.  In  that  case  no  notice  had 
been  given  to  the  overseer,  who  was  living,  to  produce  the 
appointment;  in  this  case,  the  overseer  being  dead,  search 
for  the  appointment  had  been  made  with  his  executor; 
and  it  was  admitted  that  the  parish  chest  of  Witherly  had 
been  searched  for  the  same  purpose  in  vain.  But  it  will 
be  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  the  person  with  whom 
search  was  made  was  not  satisfactorily  proved  to  have  been 
the  executor  of  the  overseer.  It  was  proved  that  he  had 
acted  as  executor^  and  that  is  sufficient  in  a  case  like  the 
present.  It  was  further  proved  that  he  had  possession  of 
the  overseer's  papers,  and  that  among  those  papers  the 
search  was  made.  There  was,  therefore,  reasonable  pre- 
sumption that  the  appointment  had  been  lost,  and  then 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents  became  admissible.     The 

(a)  There,  the  indenture  had  been  must  be  shewn  to  have  been  had 

signed  by  only  one  overseer ;  and  recourse  to ;  and  that  a  notice  to 

it  was  held,  that  before  parol  evi-  the  appellants  to  produce  all  books, 

dence  of  there  having  been  only  papers,  &c.,  was  not  sufficient,  but 

one  appointed  in  that  year  could  that  the  officers  themselves  should 

be  allowed,  all  the  means  of  pro-  have  been  subpoenaed.     1  B.  &A. 
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letter  which  was  found  by  the  executor  among  the  papers 

_.    „  Qf  the  deceased  was  also,  under  the  peculiar  circumstfOioes 

TbeKiHo  .       .        , 

^  of  this  case,  properly  received  in  evidence,  for  U  went  to 

WiTBSRLY.  g{j^^  Q^^  ^^^y  ii,,^  i^g  Ijj^j  acted  as  executor,  but  that  he 
had  done  so  with  the  knowledge  and  approbatioa  of  the 
relatives  of  the  deceased.  Strict  proof  is  not  required  in 
cases  of  this  description:  Hex  v.  Stourbridge  (a). 

Hildyard,  contrd.  The  sessions  have,  in  effect,  found 
as  a  fact,  that  the  parishioners  of  Witherly,  contrary  both 
to  law  and  usage,  appointed  only  one  overseer  for  the  year 
in  question.  So  improbable  a  fact  ought  to  have  been 
proved  by  strict  and  positive  evidence,  which  it  ia  admitted 
it  was  not  in  the  present  case.  Rex  v.  Siourbridge  was  a 
very  different  case  from  this.  There  the  indenture  had 
been  entrusted  to  a  person  deceased,  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying it  to  the  parish  officer,  and  it  was  presumed,  firsl^ 
that  the  messenger  had  done  his  duty  and  delivered  the 
indenture  to  the  parish  officer;  and  secondly,  that  the  in- 
denture, not  being  to  be  found  in  the  parish  chest,  had 
been  loi»ts  both  of  which  were  natural  and  warrantable 
presumptions.  Here,  tbe  appointment  not  being  to  be 
fouifid  in  the  parish  chest,  and  the  overseer  being  dead,  the 
executor  of  the  overseer  was  undoubtedly  the  proper  person 
with  whom  to  make  a  search.  But  there  was  no  proof 
here  that  the  person  whose  papers  were  examined  had  been 
the  executor  of  the  overseer.  None  of  the  overseer's  papers 
were  found  among  those  of  the  Supposed  executor.  [Bujf* 
ley,  J.  It  is  possible  that  he  may  have  left  no  papers  behind 
him.]  The  probate  ought  to  have  been  produced;  that  u 
the  only  legal  proof  of  a  man's  being  executor.  [IMlledakJ' 
It  was  proved  that  he  bad  acted  as  executor.]  There  was 
no  fact  whatever  proved  that  led  to  the  inference  that  he 
had  had  the  actual  custody  of  the  papers  of  the  deceased, 
and  there  was  no  regular  evidence  of  his  having  had  ths 
legal  custody  of  them.     All  the  facts  that  appeared  might 

(«)  AntCy  ii,  43;  8  B.  &.  C.  96. 
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have  applied  to  an  executor  de  son  tort,  while  there  was  an 
executor  of  legal  right  existing. 

Bayley,  J. — I  do  not  think  the  letter  was  properly 
received  in  evidence,  but  I  think  enough  was  done  to  render 
the  secondary  evidence  admissible.  It  was  proved  that  the 
only  overseer  who  signed  the  indenture  was  dead ;  that  a 
person,  who  was  also  dead,  had  acted  as  his  executor;  and 
that  the  papers  of  that  person  had  been  searched  for  the 
appointment  of  overseers  without  effect.  It  was  admitted 
that  the  parish  chest  had  been  searched^  and  that  no  ap- 
pointment could  be  found  there.  For  such  a  purpose  as  this, 
strict  proof  of  executorship  is  not  requisite.  It  is  said  that 
the  probate  ought  to  have  been  produced,  but  the  papers 
of  a  deceased  person  may  lawfully,  and  frequently  do,  pass 
into  the  possession  of  the  executor  before  probate.  It  is 
not,  therefore,  necessary  to  produce  the  probate  in  order  to 
shew  that  a  person  acting  as  executor  has  the  legal  custody 
of  the  papers  of  the  deceased.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  was  suflScienti  and  that  the  order  of  sessions  is 
right. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
was  no  proof  that  any  executor  existed,  but  there  was  proof 
that  a  person  had  acted  as  executor ;  and  among  his  papers, 
he  being  dead,  search  for  the  appointment  was  made. 
That  was  enough  to  warrant  the  presumption  that  that 
person  was  the  executor,  and  would  have  had  the  custody 
of  the  document  if  it  had  been  in  existence. 

Parke,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that,  for  a  purpose  like  this,  search  among  the  papers  of  a 
person  who  had  acted  as  executor,  was  sufficient.  Conclu* 
sive  evidence  of  the  loss  of  the  document  was  not  necessary. 
There  was  prim&  facie  evidence  of  it  here,  and  that  was 
sufficient  to  let  in  the  parol  testimony. 
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The  King  v.  The  Undertakers  of  the  Aire  and  Caldeb 
^^.^^  Navigation. 

An  act  of  par-  BY  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  township 
powered  cer-     of  Brotherton  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York, 

tain  under-       j|,g  defendants  were  assessed  in  the  sum  of  150/.  on  a  total 

takers  to  make 

navigable  a       annual  value  of  2000/.,  as  occupiers  and  owners  of  the  cut 

that'^parpoS'^  ^^  canal,  and  that  part  of  the  River  Aire  lying  within  the 

to  scour  and  township  of  Brotherton,  dams,  locks,  weirs,  and  toll  dues 

river  and  to  ^^  rates.      On   appeal,  the  sessions   confirmed    the  rate, 

dig  and  cut  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following 

Another  act  case : — 

recited  that  gy  ^^  ^^^  of  10  &  1 1  IV.  3,  for  making  and  keeping  na- 

toe  legal  estate 

and  interest  in  vigable  the  rivers  Aire  and  Calder,  in  the  county  of  York, 

orthe*same**"  certain  persons  therein  named  were  empowered,  at  their 

river,  and  in      own  proper  costs,  to  make  navigable  and  passable  with 

and  buildings,  barges,  boats,  lighters,  and  other  vessels,  the  said  rivers 

was  vested  in    ^Jre  and  Calder,  from  Weeland  up  to  the  towns  of  Leeds 

trustees,  whom 

it  empowered    and  Wakefield,  and  for  that  purpose  to  cleanse,  scour,  open, 

to  sell  and  enlarge  or  straighten  the  said  rivers  or  either  of  them,  and 
convey  m  fee  °  ®  ^  ' 

the  said  lands   to  dig  or  cut  the  banks  of  the  same,  and  to  make  new  or 

and  to  mort-'   '^^g^**  c"**»  trenches,  or  passages  for  water  in,  upon,  or 

gage  in  fee  the  through  the  lands  or  grounds  adjoining  or  lying  contiguous 

tion,  and  the     ^^  ^^e  said  rivers,  or  either  of  them,  as  they  should  think  fit 

said  lands  and  q,.  necessary  for  the  better  carrying  on  and  effecting  the 

buildings : —  ,        ,  .  .  .     m  . 

Held, that nei-  said  undertaking;    and  to  build,  erect,  set  up  and  make 

ther  of  these  up^n  ^|jg  lands  adjoining  to  the  said  rivers,  or  either  of 
soil  of  the  bed  them,  locks,  weirs,  turnpikes,  pens  for  water,  cranes,  wharfs 
the  under-        ^"^  warehouses,  where  the  said  undertakers,  their  heirs 

takers,  and,  or  assigns,  should   think  fit.     And  it  was  enacted,  that  for 
therefore,  tliat        ,..,.  _.  ,.,. 
they  were  not  and  in  consideration  of  the  great  expenses  which  the  under- 
ratable  to  the  takers,  their   heirs  or  assigns,  would  be   at,  not  only  in 
poor  as  tne                ^                    ^        ,                  ^ 
owners  or  oc-  making  the  said  nvers  navigable  as  aforesaid,  but  also  in 

river!"  repairing  and  keeping  the  said  rivers  navigable  and  useful 

for  the  said  navigation,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  un- 
dertakers, their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 
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and  no  others,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter^ 

to  demand  and  take  from  all  persons  that  should  send  down 

or  receive  up  any  packs  or  trusses  of  cloth,  or  other  mer-  v. 

chandizes,  wares,  or  commodities  whatsover  that  should  be      Calder^ 

conveyed  up  or  down  the  said  rivers,  or  either  of  them,  the  Navigation. 

rates  and  tolls  thereinafter  mentioned;  saving  and  always 

reserving  unto  the  corporation  of  Pontefract,  in  the  county 

of  York,  and  to  all  other  person  and  persons,  their  respec* 

tive  heirs,  successors  and  assigns,  all  royalties  and  rights^ 

and  privileges  of  fishing,  and  other  dues  and  duties,  in  or 

upon  the  said  rivers,  or  either  of  them. 

By  an  act  of  14  Geo,  3,  for  amending  the  act  of  10  8c  11 
W,  5,  it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said 
undertakers,  at  all  times,  at  their  discretion,  to  cleanse, 
scour,  deepen,  enlarge,  straighten,  contract,  and  improve, 
and  in  a  good  navigable  state  to  keep,  and  preserve,  by  all 
necessary  and  proper  works,  ways,  and  means,  as  well  the 
said  several  cuts  and  canals,  and  every  of  them,  as  also  the 
cuts  made  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act  of  W.  3,  and 
the  channels  and  courses  of  the  said  rivers  Aire  and  Calder, 
and  the  beds  thereof  respectively,  not  only  from  the  said  towns 
of  Leeds  and  Wakefield  to  the  place  called  Weeland,  but  also 
from  Weeland  to  the  conflux  or  conjunction  of  the  said  river 
Aire  with  the  river  Ouze;  and  to  remove  all  beds  of  earth,  soil, 
sand,  gravel  and  stone,  and  all  other  obstructions  and  impedi* 
ments  whatsoever,  which  anywise  obstructed  the  said  navi* 
gation,  either  in  haling,  sailing,  or  towing  of  boats,  barges, 
&c.,  with  men,  horses,  or  otherwise ;  and  also  to  build  and  . 
set  up,~or  make,  over,  across,  or  in  the  said  cuts,  canals  and 
channels  or  courses  of  the  said  rivers  Aire  and  Calder,  and 
upon  the  lands  and  grounds  adjoining  or  near  unto  the 
same,  such  and  so  many  bridges,  tunnels,  culverts,  locks, 
sluices,  flood-gates  and  other  gates,  pens  for  water,  weirs, 
jetties,  weigh-beams,  winches,  cranes,  engines  and  other 
works,  as  should  be  thought  necessary  or  convenient  for  the 
said  navigation. 

By  s.  1 10  of  the  said  act,  after  reciting  that  the  legal 
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1099.        eatate  and    interest  in  the    then   present   navigation  of 
JT^!^       the  said  rivers,  with  the  works  and  appurtenances  of  navi* 
V.  gation  thereunto  belonging*  and  the  tolls  and  duties  by  the 

^cll^A      ^^  former  act  granted,  and  divers  messuages,  miUs,  ware- 
Navioatjoh.  houses^  buildings,   lands,  tenements  and   hereditamenta, 
stood  vested  in  Sir  W.  Milner,  Jeremiah  Dixon,  Richard 
Wibou  and  Richard  Burton,  and  their  heirs ;  that  is  to  saj, 
one  full  moiety  or  half  part  of  all  the  premises  to  the  use 
and  behoof  of  the  said  Sir  W.  Miiner  and  Jeremah  Dixon, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever;  and  the  other  full  moiety 
or  half  part  of  all  the  premises  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  Richard  WHmoh  and  Richard  Burton,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  ever ;  nevertheless  upon  trust  for  themselves 
and  the  rest  of  the  undertakers  of  the  said  navigation,  their 
heirs  and  assigns ;  it  was  enacted,  that  all  and  every  the 
lands  and  hereditaments  to  be  purchased  by  the  under- 
takf  rs,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  for  which  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  should  be  assessed  under  and  by  virtue  of 
that  act,  should,  upon  payment  of  the  purchase-money  for 
the  same,or  the  sum  or  sums  so  to  be  assessed  in  satisfaction, 
be  conveyed  unto*  or  otherwise  should,  together  with  all 
the  rates,  tolls  and  duties  by  the  now  reciting  act  granted, 
and  the  said  cuts  and  canals,  and  every  of  them,  and  all  other 
the  works  of  navigation  to  be  made  by  virtue  of  the  powers 
thereof,  stand  and  be  vested  in  the  said  Sir  W.  Miiner, 
Jeremiah  Dixon,   Richard  Wibon,  and  Richard  Burton, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  upon  the  like  or  the  same 
trusts,  and  to  and  for  the  like  uses,  intents  and  purposes, 
and    subject  to  such  or  the  same  conditions,  provisoes, 
restrictions  and  agreements,  in  all  respects  whatsoever,  ss 
they  the  said  Sir  W.  Miiner,  J.  Dixon,  R.  Wilson,  and  £. 
Burton  then  stood  seised  of  the  said  then  present  naviga- 
tion* tolls  and  duties  granted  by  the  said  former  act,  and 
the  messuages,  mills,  warehouses,  buildings,  lands,  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments  aforesaid ;  and  to,  for  and  upon 
no  other  use,  trust,  intend  or  purpose  whatsoever.    And 
by  the  said  act,  after  reciting  that  the  said  undertakers 
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stood  indebted  in  divert  sums  of  money  on  the  account  of        ^^^ 
several  purchases  by  them  made  or  contracted  for,  of  cer^     ji^  ^^^^ 
tsUn  messuages,  mills,  lands  and  tenements  upon  or  near  to  v* 

the  said  navigation^  ^nd  upon  other  accounts  concerning  q^^^o^ 
the  same;  and  also  reciting  that  the  defending  the  property  NAviaAium. 
of  the  uqdertakersi  and  the  obtaining  that  act,  had  been, 
aiui  Ibe  making  and  executing  the  several  proposed  cuts, 
canals  and  other  works  for  the  improvement  of  the  naviga- 
tion, would  be  attended  with  considerable  expense,  and  it 
might  become  necessary  for  the  said  undertakers  to  raiaa 
money,  as  well  for  defraying  such  debts  and  expenses,  aa 
for  making  future  purchases  and  improvements  in  their  said 
navigation ;  it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful  to  ami 
for  the  trustees  in  whom  the  legal  estate  and  interest  of  the 
said  navigation  and  premises  should  be  then  vested,  and 
they  the  said  trustees,  and  their  heirs,  were  thereby  em- 
powered and  directed,  by  any  deed  or  deeds  to  be  by  them 
executed  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses, 
as  well  to  sell  and  convey  in  fee  simple  such  messuages, 
mills,  lands,  or  tenements,  belonging  to  the  said  undertakers, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  as  should  be  directed  to  be  sold  and 
conveyed  as  aforesaid,  as  to  grant,  demise,  convey  and 
assure  in  fee,  or  for  any  term  or  number  of  years  by  way  of 
mortgage,  as  well  the  said  navigatiofi  and  the  tolls,  rates 
and  duties  of  the  same,  as  also  all  or  any  messuages,  mills, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  being  the  undivided 
property  or  estate  of,  or  which  should  thereafter  belong  to, 
the  undertakers,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof,  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  all  sums  of 
money  to  be  raised  or  borrowed,  unto  such  person  and  per- 
sons respectively,  or  his,  her,  or  their  trustee  or  trustees,  as 
should  be  willing  to  advance  and  lend  the  same. 

In  pursuance  of  the  powers  contained  in  the  said  acts  of 
parliament,  the  undertakers  of  the  navigation  of  the  rivers 
Aire  and  Calder  have  made  the  said  rivers,  and  still  naain- 
tain  the  same  navigable  and  passable  in  the  manner  directed 
by  the  acts.    The  river  Aire  passes  through  the  respondent 
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township.     The  river  navigation  in  that  township  is  of  the 
.^jj^^^^     length  of  5428  yards.     In  one  part  of  the  river  in  that 
V.  township  there  is  a  weir  across  the  river,  and  a  side  cut 

Caldkr       ^^^^  locks  for  the  purpose  of  passing  boats  and  barges  from 
Navigation,  the  higher  level  above  to  the  lower  level  below  the  weir.   The 
side  cut  is  of  the  length  of  1 86  yards,  and  had  been  made  by 
the  undertakers  of  the  navigation  in  pursuance  of  the  powers 
given  them  for  that  purpose  by  the  act  of  W.  3.     The  un- 
dertakers of  the  navigation  of  the  Aire  and  Calder  had  never 
before  been  rated  to  the  poor  in  the  township  of  Brotherton, 
in  respect  of  the  navigation,  or^of  their  dam s,  locks,  weirs,  or 
the  tolls  arising  therefrom ;  but  have  been  for  many  years, 
and   antecedently  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  14  Geo.  3, 
rated  in  respect  of  the  tolls  of  their  navigation  in  the  town- 
ships of  Leeds  and  Wakefield.    The  tolls  due  in  respect 
of  goods  carried  along  the  navigable  channel  in  the  town- 
ship of  Brotherton  amount  to  the  sum  at  which  the  appel- 
lants are  rated,  but  the  proportion  due  in  respect  of  the 
passage  along  that  portion  of  the  navigable  channel  which 
consists  of  an  artificial  cut  falls  far  short  of  that  sum.     No 
tolls  are  received  in  the  township  of  Brotherton,     The  ap- 
pellants contended  that  they  were  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, liable  to  be  rated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the 
township  of  Brotherton,  in  respect  of  the  cut  or  canal,  or 
that  part  of  the  river  Aire  lying  in  Brotherton,  or  the  dams, 
locks  and  weirs,  tolls,  dues,  or  rates,  or  any  of  them ;  or,  at 
least,  that  they  were  not  ratable  in  respect  of  the  part  of 
the  river  Aire  lying  in  Brotherton,  or  the  tolls,  dues,  or  rates ; 
and  that  the  rate  was  bad,  as  including  conjointly  various 
matters,  some  of  which  were  clearly  not  ratable,  and  for  not 
stating  explicitly  how  much  was  laid  on  each  subject-matter  of 
assessment.     The  sessions,  however,  were  of  opinion  that 
the  appellants  were,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  liable 
to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  navigable  channel ;  and  they 
confirmed  the  rate  generally,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
Court  upon  the  whole  case. 

J.  Williams  and  Archbold,  in  support  of  the  order  of 
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sessions.     The  question  is,  whether  this  case  can  be  dis-         18^9. 
tinguished  from  those  of  Rex  v.  The  Mersey  and  Irwell     f^h^^i 
Navigation  (a),  and  Rex  v.  The  Avon  Navigation  (b) ;  in  v. 

other  words,  whether  the  acts  of  parliament  vest  the  soil  of  Calder^ 
the  bed  of  the  river  in  the  undertakers  of  this  navigation^  Navigatton. 
or  give  them  an  easement  only :  because,  in  the  latter  case, 
it  must  be  admitted  upon  the  authorities  cited,  that  they 
are  not  ratable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  Now,  the  first 
act  of  parliament,  9  &  10  TK.  3,  undoubtedly  does  not  vest 
the  soil  of  the  bed  of  the  river  in  the  undertakers ;  and  if 
the  case  rested  on  that  statute  only,  it  could  not  be  con- 
tended that  the  powers  given  in  this  case  were  greater  than 
those  given  to  the  Mersey  and  Irwell  Navigation  Company, 
namely,  powers  of  entering  for  the  purpose  of  making  and 
maintaining  the  navigation,  which  have  been  held  to  con- 
stitute an  easement  only.  But  the  subsequent  statute  of 
14  Geo.  3,  it  is  submitted,  goes  further,  and  does  vest  the 
soil  in  the  undertakers.  The  1 10th  section  recites  that  the 
kgal  estate  and  interest  in  the  (then)  present  navigation  of 
the  said  river,  with  the  works  and  appurtenances  of  naviga^ 
tion  thereunto  belonging,  and  the  tolls  and  duties  by  the 
former  act  granted,  and  divers  messuages,  mills,  ware- 
houses, buildings,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditament?, 
stood  vested  in  certain  persons  therein  named,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever,  upon  trust  for  themselves  and  the  rest 
of  the  undertakers.  Now  the  word  **  navigation"  imports 
the  actual  soil  and  bed  of  the  river ;  not  the  mere  right  of 
using  the  river  for  the  purpose  of  passing  over  it.  By  another 
section,  the  trustees  in  whom  the  legal  estate  and  interest  in 
the  said  navigation  and  premises  should  be  then  vested,  were 
empowered  to  sell  and  convey  in  fee  simple  the  messuages, 
mills,  lands,  or  tenements  belonging  to  the  undertakers, 
their  heirs  or  assigns ;  or  to  convey  in  fee,  or  for  any  number 
of  years,  by  Way  of  mortgage,  as  well  the  said  navigation 
and  the  tolls,  as  any  messuages,  &c.  being  the  property  of 

{a)  Ante,  84;  9  B.  &  C.  95.  (6)  Ante,  33 ;  9  B.  &  C.  114, 

per  nomen  Rex  v.  Thoma$» 
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189P.         tbe  undertakers,  their  beirs  or  assigns,  ss  a  secarity  for  the 

repayment  of  money  borrowed.     So  that  the  trustees  mtfy 

V"^     either  sell  or  mortgage  lands  or  buildings  belonging  to  the 

^a&mr'     «rt<l«rtaker8,  but  they  may  only  mortgage  the  nmgalion  and 

Navigation,  the  tolls;   a  distinction  ^hich   cleaily  importa  that  tiie 

trustees  had  die  fee  in  the  navigation  or  bed  of  tbe  mer. 

F.  Pollock,  Alderson,  and  CoUman,  coiftri,  were  stopped 
by  the  Court. 

Batley,  J, — It  seems  to  me  that  the  present  ease  h 
not  in  substance  distinguishable  from  those  to  which  ive 
have  been  very  properly  referred,  and  Oiat  the  ondertafcc«^ 
of  this  navigation  are  not  Uubie  to  be  rated  for  Che  bed  of 
the  river.    In  order  to  make  them  so  liable,  thej  niiist  be 
"  occupiers  of  lands  or  houses"  within  tbe  fiur  neaniag  of 
those  words  in  the  statute  of  ^kabelh.     Novl  tke  cases 
ntfdrred  to  have  established  as  a  rule,  d«at  where  an  act  of 
pavbament,  passed  lor  the  purpose  of  making  navqpible  a 
Mrtarai  river,  d««s  not  vest  m  tbe  andertakess  of  Che  naviga- 
tion the  bed  of  the  river,  but  gives  them  for  that  purpose  a 
mere  privilege  of  scouring  and  cleansing  it,  they  are  not 
occupiers  of  the  land  used  for  the  navigation,  but  have  a 
mene  easement  m  it.     It  is  conceded  that  if  this  esse  rested 
upon  the  act  of  9  8c  10  ^.  3  akMie,  it  couM  not  be  dislin- 
g:n]sfaed  from  the  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Mersey  emd  htoeU 
NtwrgatioH;  and  that  if  that  case  was  properly  decided,  the 
undertakers  of  the  Aire  and  Calder  navigation  are  notoeea- 
piers  of  land*    But  it  is  said  that  the  act  of  14  Geo.  3,  goes 
further,  and  does  skew  that  these  nndertakers  are  theowoen 
and  occupiers  of  the  bed  of  tbe  river.    The  9  &  10  TF.  3 
having  given  the  undertakers  an  incorporeal  hereditameflt, 
and  it  clearly  did  no  more,  tbe  1  lOtfa  seetioo  of  the  14  OtP. 
3  recites  that  the  legal  estate  and  interest  in  tbe  tuteigatien 
is  vested  in  the  trustees.     This  part  of  the  argumeat  de^ 
pends  entirely  upon  the  meaning  of  tbe  yvotd  "  navigation" 
as  thei«  iffsed.     If  it  means  only  the  incorporeal  right  of 
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deansing  and  scouring  the  bed  of  the  river  in  order  to  make        ^ ^^- 
it  navigable,  it  does  not  shew  that  the  trustees  are  the     y^  j^^^^ 
owners  of  the  bed  of  the  river.     As  the  latter  act  recites  «• 

that  the  trustees  have  some  rights  we  must  refer  to  the  Cuft^BH 
former  act  to  see  what  that  right  is.  The  former  act,  ac-  NAVMMtioa. 
cording  to  the  decision  in  Rex  v.  The  Mersey  and  Irwell 
Navigation,  gave  the  undertakers  an  incorporeal  right  only. 
Assuming  that  to  be  correct,  there  is  nothing  in  the  latter 
act  to  shew  that  the  legislature  intended  to  give  them  any 
other  right.  In  the  interval  between  the  passing  of  the  two 
statutes  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  company  exer- 
cised tbenr  power  of  purchasing  lands,  and  acquired  corpo- 
real property  in  those  laods*  The  llOtfa  section  of  the  14 
Geo.  3  recite»,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  navigation,  and 
in  the  lands  and  buildings  is  in  the  trustees.  But  that 
statute  no  where  vests  any  thing  in  them ;  the  former  statute 
alone  veats  any  thing  in  them :  and  that  gives  the  undertakers 
an  incorporeal  hereditament  only  in  the  bed  of  the  river,  and 
a  corporeal  hereditament  in  other  things,  namely,  the  land 
and  buildings.  Then  it  is  said  that  a  subsequent  clause 
empowers  the  persons  having  the  legal  e9tate  and  interest 
in  the  navigation,  as  well  as  the  other  property,  to  mortgage 
in  fee  the  navigation  and  the  tolls,  as  well  as  the  other  pro- 
perty ;  and  that  the  uae  of  the  word  navigation  there  shews 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislatore  to  give  the 
trustees  of  the  navigation  power  to  convey  the  fee  in  a  cor- 
poreal hereditament,  because  else  the  introduction  of  the 
word  navigation  wonid  have  been  unnecessary,  as  the  mem^ 
tioB  of  the  tolls  and  other  property  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient. But  I  cannot  attach  any  weight  to  this  argument. 
The  vrord  ''  oavigatioBy"  being  used  in  the  act,  would 
enable  the  trustees,  by  introducing  the  same  word  into  a 
mortgage  deed,  to  give  a  mortgagee  the  right  of  cleansing 
and  scouring  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  to  make  or  maintain 
it  navigable,  and  thereby  pass  to  a  mortgagee  the  legal 
estate  and  interest  which  the  trustees  had  in  the  incorporeal 
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18^.        hereditament.      In  this  view  of  the  whole    case,    which 

Th   K  vo     appears  to  me  the  sound  one,  there  is  nothing  in  the  act 

V.  of  14  Geo,  S  to  shew  that  the  undertakers  of  this  naviga- 

Caldee       ^^"  *'®»  ^'  ^ere  ever  intended  to  be,  the  owners  or  occu- 

Navioatiov.  piers  of  the  bed  of  the  river;  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  under 

the  act  of  9  &  10  W,  S,  they  acquired  no  more  than  an 

easement  in  the  bed  of  the  river  in  respect  of  which  they 

are  not  ratable. 

LiTTLEDALE^  J.  and  Parke,  J.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed,  and  the  rate  or- 
dered to  be  amended  by  erasing  so  much 
of  the  assessment  on  the  company  as 
relates  to  the  river  Aire. 


Doe,  on  the  demise  of  John  Winsor  Sweeting,  v. 
Samuel  Hellard  and  Jane  Griffiths. 

The  lord  of  a    EJECTMENT,  for  the  recovery  of  certain  allotments  of 

M»w**of  oourt    '*"^  which  had  been  set  out  under  an  inclosure  act  herein- 
roU,  granted 

an  ancient  tenement  to  A.^  B.,  and  C,  for  life,  successively,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor.  A,  died  in  18^5,  and  B.  in  1896,  leaving  C.  surviving.  After  the  grant,  an 
act  passed  for  inclosing  the  waste  lands  of  the  manor,  enacting,  that  all  persons  having 
rights  of  common  over  the  waste  lands  should  give  the  commissioners  a  written  state 
ment  of  their  claims,  and  that  the  determination  of  the  commissioners  should  be  final; 
that  the  commissioners  should  allot  the  waste  lands  among  all  persons  and  proprietors 
interested  therein  in  respect  of  their  ancient  tenements,  and  that  the  act  should  not 
extend  to  alter  or  annul  any  will  or  settlement  of  any  of  the  lands  intended  to  be 
inclosed,  but  that  the  lands  allotted  should,  immediately  after  such  allotment,  enure  to 
the  same  uses  and  purposes  as  the  tenements  in  respect  of  which  the  allotments  should 
be  made  then  were,  or  would  have  been  if  the  act  had  not  passed.  Neither  A,  nor  C 
made  any  claim  before  the  commissioners.  B.  did  make  a  claim,  and  the  conmis- 
sioners  awarded  allotments  to  B.  and  to  the  loid,  according  to  their  respective  lights 
and  interests,  in  respect  of  the  ancient  tenement : — Held,  that  the  claim  by  B.  enured 
for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested  in  the  ancient  tenement,  and  that  the  award 
vested  the  legal  estate  in  the  allotments  in  J.,  B.,  and  C.  successively. 
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after  mentioned.  Plea,  not  guilty;  and  issue  thereon.  At 
the  trial  before  Burrough,  J.  at  the  Somersetshire  summer 
assizes,  1827}  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  with  certain  points  reserved,  as  to  which  this  Court 
directed  the  facts  to  be  stated  in  a  special  case : — 

The  manor  of  Wantage,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  is 
parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  the 
cathedral  church  of  Wells.    On  the  Qth  April,  1744,  and  the 
4th  November,  1746,  three  copyhold  tenements  within  and 
parcel  of  that  manor  were,  upon  the  surrender  of  TV.  Tice 
and  Mary  Tice,  granted  by  copies  of  court  roll  in  reversion 
to  Malachi  Tice,  and  his  sister  Maty  Tice,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  their  lives  successively,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  manor,  to  commence  immediately  after  the  death, 
surrender,  or  forfeiture  of  W.  Tice  and  Mary  Tice  his  wife. 
On  the  26th  October,  1782,  the  reversion  of  two  of  these 
tenements  was  granted  by  copy  of  court  roll  by  the  dean 
and  chapter  to  Jonathan  Sweeting,  Thomas  Pocock  Sweeting, 
and  John  Ifinsor  Stoeeting,  habendum  to  them  for  the  term 
of  their  lives  and  the  life  of  ^very  and  either   of  them 
longest  living  successively,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  immediately  after  the  death,  surrender,  or  forfeiture, 
or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  estate  then  subsisting 
for  the  lives  of  Malachi  Tice  and  Mary  Tice  his  sister;  and 
J.  Sweeting,  T.  P.  Sweeting,  and  J.  fV.  Sweeting,  were  ad- 
mitted tenants  as  in  reversion.    Malachi  Tice,  the  survivor 
of  the  two  lives,  upon  the  death  of  whom  the  reversion  of 
these  tenements  was  expectant,  died  in  September,  1819^  J. 
Sweeting  in  October,  1825,  and  T.  P.  Sweeting  in  January, 
1826,  since  which  period  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  J.  W, 
Stoeeting,  the  person  last  named  in  each  habendum  and 
admission,  has  been  and  now  is  in  possession  of  the  copy- 
hold tenements  conveyed  by  the  copies  above  set  out,  and 
in  the  receipt  of  all  the  rents  and  profits  thereof. 

By  an  act  of  37  Geo,  3,  for  dividing,  allotting  and  in- 
closing certain  moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands  and  grounds 
lying  and  being  within  the  parishes  of  North  Curry,  Stoke, 

VOI-.   IV.  S  B 
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St.  Gregory,  and  West-hatch|  in  the  county  of  Somerset, 
after  reciting  the  existence  of  certain  uninclosed  moors  and 
commons  in  the  several  parishes  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the 
act,  and  the  claims  of  different  lords  of  manors  to  the  soil 
of  certain  of  those  moors,  and  the  claims  of  other  persons 
to  rights  of  common  thereon  in  respect  of  certain  old  auster 
or  ancient  tenements,  certain  commissioners  were  appointed 
for  setting  out,  dividing,  allotting  and  inclosing  the  said 
moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands,  with  certain  exceptions ; 
and  for  preventing  all  unnecessary  delays  in  the  division  and 
inclosure,  the  commissioners  were  directed  to  perambulate 
and  stake  out  the  boundaries  ;  and  it  was  provided,  that  all 
and  every  person  or  persons  having  or  making  any  claim  or 
claims  which  might  affect  the  boundaries,  or  any  claim  to 
right  of  common,  right  of  stocking,  or  any  other  right  or 
interest  whatsoever,  in,  upon,  or  over  the  said  moors,  gcmu* 
mons,  or  waste  lands  and  grounds  thereby  intended  to  be 
divided  and   inclosed   as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof  respectively,  should,  by  themselves  or  their  agents 
respectively,  give  and  deliver  to  the  commissioners  or  any 
two  of  them,  at  their  first  or  second  meeting  to  be  h^d  in 
pursuance  of  the  act,  an  account  in  writing  of  his,  her,  or 
their  respective  claims;  if  such  claims  were  objected  to  at 
the  first,  second,  or  third  meeting,  the  act  provided  that  the 
objections  should  in  the  first  instance  be  decided  by  the 
commissioners,  and  gave  subsequent  modes  of  settling  the 
disputes  if  their  decision  were  unsatisfactory ;  but  in  case  no 
such  claims  or  objections  should  be  made,  or  the  parties 
claiming  or  objecting  neglected  or  refused  to  adopt  such 
subsequent '  modes,  then  the  determinaticm  of  the  commis* 
sioners  was  to  be  final  and  conclusive  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.  Certain  allotments  were  then  directed  to  be  made 
to  the  dean  and  chapter  of  Wells,  and  other  lords  of  manors, 
iu  lieu  of  their  right  of  soil,  and  to  other  persons  in  lespect 
of  other  interests,  the  act  stating  that  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  had  agreed  not  to  accept  or  take  any  allotment  or 
allotments,  in  lieu  of  rights  of  soil,  out  of  the  shares  which 
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should  be  allotted  by  the  commissioners  to  their  several  and 
respective  tenants  in  right  of  their  several  and  respective 
tenements  held  under  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  by  lease  or 
copy  of  court  roll. 

By  another  clause  it  was  enacted,  that  the  commissioners 
should  set  out>  divide,  allot  and  inclose  all  the  residue  and 
remainder  of  the  said  moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands  and 
grounds  so  intended  to  be  divided  and  inclosed  as  aforesaid, 
unto,  for  and  among  all  and  every  person  and  persons,  pro- 
prietor and  proprietors  interested  therein  in  respect  of  their 
said  old  auster  or  ancient  tenements,  without  any  respect  to 
the  yearly  value  of  such  tenements,  it  being  intended  by  that 
act  that  each  proprietor  of  the  said  old  auster  or  ancient 
tenements  should  have  an  equal  allotment  of  the  said  re- 
spective moors,  commons  or  waste  lands  and  grounds,  share 
and  share  alike ;  and  tliat  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  com- 
missioners, or  any  two  of  them,  to  set  out,  allot,  inclose  and 
award  to  and  for  each  and  every  proprietor  and  proprietors, 
bis,  her,  and  their  shares  and  proportions  of  the  said  respec- 
tive moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands  and  grounds,  in  one 
entire  allotment  on  such  of  the  said  moors,  commons,  or 
waste  lands  and  grounds,  as  to  the  said  commissioners,  or  any 
two  of  them,  should  seem  most  proper,  quantity,  quality, 
situation  and  convenience  considered ;  and  that  the  several 
and  respective  allotments  to  be  assigned,  set  out,  and  allotted 
unto  and  for  the  several  persons  who  should  be  entitled  to  the 
same,  should  be  in  full  bar  of  and  compensation  for  his,  her, 
or  their  respective  rights  or  interests  in,  over  and  upon  the 
said  moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands  and  grounds,  or  any 
part  thereof;  and  that  immediately  from  and  after  the  said 
commissioners  should  have  so  set  out,  allotted  and  in- 
closed any  part  of  the  said  moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands 
and  grounds,  to  and  for  any  person  or  persons  by  virtue  of 
that  act,  all  right  of  common  in,  over  and  upon  such  parts 
or  parcels  so  inclosed  as  aforesaid,  should  cease  and  be 
for  ever  extinguished. 

The  act  contained  the  following  proviso : — '*  Provided 
3  B  '2 
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1829.  ahvays,  and  be  it  further  enacted,  that  nothing  in  this  act 
contained  shall  extend,  or  be  construed,  deemed,  or  judged 
to  revoke,  make  void,  alter,  or  annul  any  will  or  settlement, 
or  to  prejudice  any  person  or  persons  having  anj  jointure, 
dower,  portion,  or  incumbrance  out  of,  upon,  or  any  ways 
affecting  any  of  the  lands  so  intended  to  be  divided  and 
inclosed,  or  which  shall  be  exchanged  by  virtue  of  this  act ; 
but  that  the  several  messuages,  tenements,  fences,  lands, 
hereditaments  and  premises  so  to  be  set  out  and  allotted 
upon  such  division  and  inclosure,  or  which  shall  be  taken 
in  exchange  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  shall  immediatelj 
after  such  allotment  or  allotments,  exchange  or  exchanges 
shall  be  made,  remain  and  enure  to  and  for  such  and  the 
same  uses,  intents  and  purposes,  as  the  several  messuages, 
tenements,  farms,  lands,  and  hereditaments  in  respect  or  in 
lieu  of  which  such  allotments  and  exchanges  shall  be  made 
as  aforesaid,  now  are,  or  should  or  would  have  been,  in 
case  this  act  had  not  been  made/' 

The  act  concluded  with  the  following  general  saving 
clause : — *'  Saving  always  to  the  king's  most  excellent 
majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  and  to  all  and  every  other 
person  and  persons,  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  his,  her,  or 
their  heirs,  successors,  executors  and  administrators,  other 
than  and  except  the  several  persons  to  whom  any  allotment 
or  allotments  shall  be  made,  and  whose  rights  are  hereby 
intended  to  be  barred  and  extinguished,  all  such  estates, 
right,  title,  interest,  claim  and  demand  as  they,  or  any 
of  them  had  or  enjoyed  of,  in,  to,  or  out  or  in  respect 
of  the  said  moors,  commons,  or  waste  lands  and  grounds 
so  intended  to  be  divided  and  inclosed  as  aforesaid,  at  the 
time  of  passing  this  act,  or  could  or  might  have  had  and 
enjoyed  in  case  the  same  had  not  been  made." 

The  commissioners  made  their  award  21st  June,  1800, 
and  thereby  allotted  to  T.  P.  Sweeting,  and  to  the  said  dean 
and  chapter,  according  to  their  respective  rights  and  inter- 
ests, for  and  in  respect  of  a  certain  old  auster  or  ancient 
tenement  called  Elms's,  situate  and  being  in  the  said  parish 
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of  North  Curry,  one  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  therein  par-  1829. 
ticularly  described,  as  containing  by  admeasurement  2  roods 
2  perches,  and  numbered  7  on  the  said  plan;  and  one 
other  parcel  of  ground,  therein  also  particularly  described, 
and  numbered  416  on  the  said  plan;  and  also  to  the  said 
T.  P.  Sweeting  and  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  according  to 
their  respective  rights  and  interests,  for  and  in  respect  of  a 
certain  old  auster  or  ancient  tenement  also  called  Elms's, 
situate  and  being  in  the  said  parish  of  North  Curry,  one 
piece  or  parcel  of  ground,  numbered  417  on  the  said  plan; 
and  also  to  the  said  T.  P.  Swcelifig  and  to  the  said  dean  and 
chapter,  according  to  their  respective  rights  and  interests, 
for  and  in  respect  of  a  certain  old  auster  or  ancient  tene- 
ment called  Tice's,  situate  and  being  in  the  said  parish  of 
North  Curry,  one  piece  or  parcel  of  ground,  therein  also 
particularly  described,  and  numbered  418  on  the  said  plan. 
It  did  not  appear  in  evidence  that  any  other  allotments 
had  been  made  by  the  said  award  to  the  said  T.  P.  Sweeting, 
or  to  the  said  Jonathan  Sweeting,  or  Malachi  Tice,  or  that 
any  claim  had  been  made  before  the  said  commissioners  by 
them  or  on  their  behalf,  except  as  hereinafter  stated.  1\  P. 
Sweeting  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  inclosure  and  award, 
in  possession  of  either  of  the  said  copyhold  tenements,  but 
he  made  the  claim  for  allotments*  in  respect  of  them  before 
the  commissioners.  The  three  tenements  called  in  the 
award  Elms's  and  Tice's,  were  the  copyhold  tenements  first 
above  mentioned,  so  named  from  the  preceding  owners, 
and  the  allotments  were  made  in  respect  of  those  tenements. 
The  allotment  numbered  7  had,  from  the  date  of  the  award, 
always  been  held  by  the  owner  of  the  copyhold  tenements, 
but  T.  P.  Szoeeting  had  always,  from  the  date  of  the  award, 
held  the  allotments  numbered  41 6,  417,  and  418,  to  the 
time  of  his  death,  without  payment  of  rent,  or  any  other 
acknowledgment  to  the  owner  of  the  copyhold  tenements; 
and  they  had  been  so  held  by  the  defendants  claiming  under 
him,  since  bis  death,  as  executors  of  the  will  of  T.  P.  Sweet- 
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i»g,  and  devisees  in  trust    For  these  three  allotments  the 
present  action  was  brought. 

Coleridge,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  legal  estate 
in  the  three  allotments  is  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  Join 
Winsar  Sweeting,  and  he  is  entitled  to  recover  them  in  the 
present  action.  It  Mriil  be  said  that  no  claim  was  made 
before  the  commissioners  by  him  or  on  his  behalf;  that  the 
inclosure  act  required  a  claim  to  be  made,  and  therefore 
that  he  is  barred;  and  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Jeffenon  (a)  will 
be  relied  on.  It  was  there  held,  that  the  sixth  section  of 
the  general  inclosure  act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  109^  limiting  the 
time  for  making  claims  before  the  commissioners,  could 
not  be  taken  to  apply  only  to  allotments  in  respect  of  land, 
but  extended  to  tithes  also;  and  that  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  had  neglected  to  make  a  claim  for  tithes 
within  the  time  limited  by  that  section,  could  not  prevail  in 
ejectment  against  a  party  in  possession  of  an  allotment 
actually  set  out  in  respect  of  the  tithes,  although  the  party 
under  whom  he  claimed  title  had  also  omitted  to  make  a 
claim  according  to  the  statute.  But  the  decision  in  that 
case  does  not  at  all  affect  the  present,  because  it  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  that  no  claim  had  been  made  by  aoy  per- 
son. Here  a  claim  was  made  by  Thomas  Pocock  Sweeting, 
which  must  be  considered  as  having  been  made  by  him  on 
behalf  of  all  the  parties  mterested  in  the  copyhold  estate, 
of  whom  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  one.  That  claim, 
therefore,  enures  to  his  benefit ;  for  it  is  enough  to  satisiy 
the  statute  if  a  claim  has  been  made  in  respect  of  the  estate 
by  any  person  interested  in  it.  Then  it  will  be  said  that 
the  award  of  the  commissioners  is  final  and  conclusive,  and 
gives  the  title  to  the  allotments  absolutely  to  the  persons 
named  therein.  But  in  Kingsley  v.  Young  (&)  Lord  Eldon 
treated  the  award  of  the  commissioners  as  rather  constitut- 
ing evidence  of  title,  than  an  absolute  title  to  the  allotmeots. 

(a)  0  Moore,  260;  8  Bingh.  118.  (6)  18  V«3.  806. 
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An  allotment  is  given  to  a  claimant,  not  as  an  individual, 
but  in  respect  of  the  estate  in  which  he  is  interested ;  and 
in  respect  of  the  whole  estate  and  all  parties  interested  in 
it,  not  in  respect  of  his  particular  interest  only.  The  act 
provides  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  revoke  or 
annul  any  will  or  settlement;  and  the  limitations  entered  on 
the  court  roll  may,  in  furtherance  of  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  be  fairly  regarded  as  a  settlement;  and  if  so, 
the  land  allotted  must  remain  and  enure  to  the  same  uses, 
intents,  and  purposes,  as  the  copyhold  estates  in  respect  of 
which  the  allotments  were  made. 

Jeremy^  contrd.     This  action  cannot  be   maintained. 
There  is  no  legal  title  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.    The 
legal  estate  in  the  allotments  vested,  by  force  of  the  inclo- 
sure  act  and  the  award,  as  a  freehold  in  Thomas  Pocock 
Sweeting  and  the  dean  and  chapter.     The  legal  title  to  land 
allotted  by  commissioners  under  an  inclosure  act,  is  derived 
entirely  from  the  award ;  and  the  Court  must  look  to  the 
award,  and  to  that  only,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  in  whom 
the  legal  title  is  vested.     Now  it  has  been  decided  that 
land  allotted  in  lieu  of  rights  incident  to  a  copyhold  estate, 
becomes,  by  force  of  the  award,  a  freehold  estate  of  inhe- 
ritance in  the  allottee :  Revell  v.  Joddrell  (a),  Townley  v. 
Oibson  (fi).  Doe  v.  Davidson  (c).    Here,  the  land  is,  by  the 
awards  allotted  to  Thomas  Pocock  Sweeting  and  the  dean 
and  chapter.    The  award,  therefore,  operated  as  a  grant  to 
them  in  fee,  and  the  dean  and  chapter  are  the  surviving 
grantees.    The  legal  estate,  therefore,  is  in  them,  and  not 
in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.    A  dean  and  chapter  may  take 
as  a  body  politic :  Com.  Dig.  Capacity,  (A.)  9.     No  claim 
was  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
on  that  ground  he  is  barred.  Doe  v.  Jefferson  {d) ;  that  case 
was  decided  upon  the  sixth  section  of  the  general  inclosure 
act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  109;  but  the  words  of  the  inclosure  act 

(a)  9  T.  R.  415.  (c)  2  M.  &  S.  17d. 

(h)  9  T.  R.  701.  id)  9  Moore,  260;  2  Bingh.  118, 
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1899.        in  this  case  are  not  materially  different^  therefore  that  case 
is  an  authority  in  point. 


Dos 

V. 
HSLLARD. 


Cokridge,  in  reply.  The  legal  estate  is  not  in  the  dean 
and  chapter,  because  they  agreed  not  to  take  any  allotment, 
in  lieu  of  rights  of  soil,  out  of  the  share  which  should  be 
allotted  to  their  tenants  in  respect  of  their  tenements  held 
by  lease  or  copy  of  court  roll;  therefore  the  plaintiff  could 
not  have  recovered  on  a  demise  by  the  dean  and  chapter. 
Nor  is  the  legal  estate  in  the  heir  of  Thomas  Pocock  Stoeet- 
wg.  He  must  claim  under  the  award,  or  not  at  all;  and 
by  the  award  the  land  is  allotted  to  him  in  respect  of  his 
interest  in  the  copyhold  estate:  that  interest  was  for  life 
only,  and,  he  being  dead^^has  ceased. 

Bay  LEY,  J. — The  authorities  certainly  shew  that  the 
allotments  are  freehold  and  not  copyhold  estate ;  bat  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  nominees  in  the  award  do  not  take  any 
estate  of  freehold,  or  indeed  any  estate  whatever,  in  the 
allotments.  The  commissioners  have  no  power,  under  the 
act  of  parliament,  to  grant  estates;  they  have  only  power 
to  allot  land  to  persons  having  copyhold  estates.  They  are 
to  ^*  set  out,  divide,  allot  and  inclose  the  moors,  commons 
and  waste  lands,  unto,  for  and  among  all  persons  or  pro- 
prietors interested  therein,  in  respect  of  their  old  auster  or 
ancient  tenements."  They  can  allot,  therefore,  only  to 
persons  having  an  estate  or  interest  in  an  ancient  tenement, 
and  could  allot  to  Thomas  Pocock  Sweeting  only  as  a  person 
having  an  interest  in  an  estate  called  an  auster  tenement 
The  rights  of  common  are  to  be  extinguished,  and  allot- 
ments are  to  be  made  in  lieu  thereof;  each  claim,  therefore, 
must  be  made  in  respect  of  a  particular  auster  tenement. 
If  the  owner  of  an  auster  tenement  make  no  claim  in 
respect  of  it,  he  may  lose  his  rights ;  but  if  he  make  a 
claim,  the  allotment  ought  to  be  co-extensive  with  the 
right  appurtenant  to  the  tenement,  and  ought  not  to  be 
made  with  relation  to  the  particular  interest  of  the  claimaDt 
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therein  as  teDant  for  life  or  in  reversion:  the  allotment 
should  be  made  in  respect  of  the  whole  right.'  Thomas 
Pocock  Sweeting  was  the  only  person  who  made  any  claim 
in  respect  of  the  auster  tenement  in  question.  An  allot- 
ment was  made  to  him  in  respect  of  that  tenement.  He 
either  claimed  in  respect  of  the  whole  right  appertaining  to 
the  tenement,  or  he  did  not.  Honestly ^  he  could  not  claim 
except  in  respect  of  the  whole  right  appertaining  to  the 
tenement;  and  at  all  events  he  could  not,  by  claiming  in 
respect  of  his  own  particular  interest  only,  acquire  any 
interest  in  the  allotments  before  his  interest  in  the  tenement 
accrued ;  because  the  commissioners  had  no  power  to  allot 
to  any  one  except  in  respect  of  an  estate  in  possession.  I 
will  presume  that  Thomas  Pocock  Sweeting  Qiade  his  claim 
honestly,  in  his  own  name  only,  but  for  the  benefit  of  all 
parties  interested.  If  so,  he  claimed  on  behalf  of  all  persons 
entitled  to  the  copyhold  estates  successively,  and,  among 
others,  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  therefore  the  latter  is 
not  barred  by  the  clause  in  the  inclosure  act  which  requires 
claims  to  be  made  within  a  limited  time.  Then,  although 
the  allotment  is  awarded  by  the  commissioners  to  the  claim- 
ant by  name,  still  I  think,  upon  the  fair  construction  of 
that  clause  in  the  act  which  directs  that  every  proprietor  of 
an  auster  tenement  shall  have  an  allotment  in  lieu  of  his 
right  of  common,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  allotments 
vests,  not  in  the  nominee  as  trustee,  but  in  the  several 
persons  interested,  in  succession,  and  at  the  same  time  as 
the  copyhold  tenement  vests,  and  as  the  right  of  common 
incident  to  that  tenement  would  have  vested  if  the  act  had 
not  passed.  The  proviso  applies  to  this,  as  to  all  other 
cases.  It  provides  that  the  act  shall  not  extend  to  revoke, 
alter,  or  annul  any  will  or  settlement  affecting  any  of  the 
lands  intended  to  be  divided  and  allotted,  but  that  the 
several  lands  allotted  shall,  immediately  after  such  allot- 
ment shall  be  made,  remain  and  enure  to  and  for  such  and 
the  same  uses,  intents  and  purposes  as  the  several  lands  in 
respect  or  in  lieu  of  which  such  allotments  shall  be  made. 
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were,  are,  or  should  or  would  have  been,  in  case  the  act 
had  not  been  made.  If,  therefore,  the  copyhold  tenement 
in  question  had  by  settlement  or  will  been  granted  to  several 
persons  in  succession,  in  the  same  manner  as  it  is  in  the 
court  rolls,  the  allotments  in  question  would  have  enured  to 
the  same  uses  and  in  the  same  succession  as  the  copyhold 
tenement.  Giving  a  liberal  construction  to  this  proviso,  in 
furtherance  of  the  plain  intention  of  the  legislature,  I  think 
the  copyhold  estate  in  question  may  be  regarded  as  limited 
by  seltkment,  within  the  meaning  of  that  word  in  the 
proviso;  and  that  whatever  particular  interests  were  in 
the  copyhold  estate  at  the  time  when  the  act  passed,  are, 
by  force  of  the  proviso,  made  to  attach  to  the  allotments. 
That  being  so,  the  legal  estate  in  the  lands  allotted  vested, 
on  the  death  of  Thomas  Pocock  Sweeting,  in  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff^  and  was  in  him  at  the  time  when  this  action 
was  brought.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  action 
is  maintainable,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  ought 
to  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


END  OF  TRINITY  TEEM. 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ABANDONMENT. 
Sec  Insurance,  II. 

ACCEPTANCE. 
See  Agent,  8. — ^Bill  and  Note,  I. 

ACCOMMODATION  BILL. 
See  Bill  and  Note,  II. 

ACCOUNT. 

L  In  what  case  this  action  lies. 

1 .  Where  A.  devises  land  to  B.  to  sell, 
paying  the  proceeds  to  C,  an  action 
of  account  lies  for  C.  against  B. 
afler  such  sale.  ^oge  390 

ACCOUNT  STATED. 

I.  fVhere  evidence  to  revive  liability. 
See  Limitation  of  Actions,  1. 

II.  Action  itpon. 

1.  Where,  upon  a  declaration  contain- 
ing a  count  on  an  account  stated 
with  the  plaintiff  as  executor,  of 
moneys  owing  to  him  as  executor, 
a  verdict  or  nonsuit  passes  against 
the  plaintiff,  he  is  liable  to  pay  costs 
in  respect  of  such  count.  Doabig- 
gin  V.  Harrison,  622 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

See  Bill  and  Note,  9, 10. — Settle- 
ment, V. 


ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT. 

See  Statute. 

ACTION. 

In  what  cases  nudntainable. 

And  see  Account,  1 . — Agent,  1 . — 
Hundred,  1. — Loan,  1,2. — Ven- 
dor AND  Purchaser,  2. 

1.  An  undertaking  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  an  ac- 
tion still  pending,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintifTwi]],  with  the  con- 
sent of  that  attorney,  give  an  au- 
thority to  the  defendant  to  pay 
over  the  deht  sued  for  to  a  creditor 
of  the  plaintif!^  is  not  binding. 
Taylor  ▼.  Watson.  Page  259 

2.  iJpon  an  entire  contract  <<  to 
repair  a  damaged  chandelier  and 
make  it  complete  for  10/."  as- 
sumpsit will  not  lie  for  the  value 
of  a  partial  repair.  Sinclair  ▼. 
Bowles.  1 

3.  Even  where  such  repair  was  bene- 
ficial to  the  defendant,  and  consisted 
partly  in  a  supply  of  goods;  such 
goods  not  having  been  demanded 
back.  ibid. 

4.  Where  all  matters  in  difference  in 
a  cause  are  referred,  and  the  arbi- 
trator awards  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum 
in  satisfaction  for  his  damages  in 
the  cause,  the  plaintiff  cannot  after- 
wards support  another  action  for  a 
demand  within  the  scope  of  the 
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ADMISSION. 


AGENT. 


reference,  and  which  he  might  have 
brought  before  the  arbitrator.  Dunn 
V.  Murray.  Page  571 

5.  Upon  the  execution  of  a^.  fa.  is- 
sued by  A.  against  B,,  A,  asserts 
that  certain  goods  are  the  property 
of  B.  The  sherifT  believing  the 
assertion  seizes  the  goods,  and  is 
sued  in  trespass  by  C.  the  real 
owner.  A.  is  liable  to  the  sheriff 
for  the  damages  and  costs  in  C.*s 
action,  although  the  assertion  was 
made  bond  Jide.  Pratt  v.  Hum-' 
phreys*  538,  (b) 

II.  Circuity  of  action. 
See  Bill  and  Note,  3, 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 

I.  For  injuries  to  red  property 
corporeal, 

1.  Upon  a  declaration  for  negligence 
in  pulling  down  a  house  adjoining 
the  plaiutifTs  house  without  shoring 
up  the  latter,  whereby  it  fell,  the 

Stahitiff  cannot  recover  without  evi- 
ence  from  which  a  grant  of  a  riffht 
to  the  support  of  the  adjoinmg 
house  can  be  inferred.  Peyton  v. 
The  Governors  of  St,  Thomas's  Hos- 
pital. 625 

2.  Query^  Whether  to  make  such  a 
right  available  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  stated  on  the  record.        ibid, 

3.  Nor  upon  such  a  declaration  can 
the  plaintiff  insist  that  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  given  notice  of  his 
intention  to  pull  down.  ibid, 

ADJOURNMENT, 
I.  Derivation  of  term. 
See  57,  notes  (a),  {b). 

II.  Of  Wardmote, 
See  50,  57,  64. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Executors. 

ADMISSION. 
See  Evidence,  III,  IV, 


AFFIDAVIT. 
I.  To  hold  to  bail 
I,  An  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  <*  for 
money  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended, 
and  lent  and  advanced,  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  and  at  his  re- 
quest,*' is  bad  for  not  distinctly 
shewing  that  the  money  paid,  laid 
out  and  expended,  was  so  paid,  &c. 
to  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  at 
his  request.    Fricks  v.  PooU, 

Page  448 

II.  In  mitigation  of  punishmait. 
See  Libel,  9. 

III.  Of  felonious  destruction  of  property. 
See  Hundred,  III. 

IV.  By  proprietor  of  noDspaper. 
See  Libel,  8. 


AGENT. 

I.  Principal^  when  bound. 

And  see  Master  and  Servant. 

I.  The  continued  adoption  by  a  per- 
son of  contracts  made  by  his  wife, 
or  by  a  woman  whom  he  holds  out 
to  the  world  as  his  wife,  for  neces- 
saries ordered  by  her  for  the  use 
of  the  family,  is  not  evidence  of  a 
contract  by  him  that  his  estate  shall 
be  liable  for  necessaries  ordered  by 
her  afler  his  death,  and  supplied 
by  the  tradesman  before  he  has 
notice  of  that  event.  Blades  v.  Fret. 

282 
^*  A.  in  pulling  down  a  house  ad- 
joining the  house  of  £.,  employs  C, 
a  surveyor,  who  writes  a  letter  to 
B,  respecting  the  pulling  down  of 
^.'s  house.  The  letter  is  evidence 
against  A,  without  calling  C.  Pey- 
Jon  V.  St,  Thomas's  Hospital      605 

II.  Rights  of  principal  against  agent. 

3.  A,  at  Liverpool  remits  a  bill  to 
B,  in  London,  with  directions  to 
discount  it  and  pay  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  C,  and  apply  the  residue 


AGENT. 

in  discharge  of  a  debt  due  to  B. 
from  A,  and  2).  jointly;  B,  does 
not  get  the  bill  discounted,  but  re- 
ceives the  money  when  it  becomes 
due,  before  which  time  A.  stops 
payment,  and  desired  that  the  bill 
might  be  returned  to  him;  A.  was 
declared  bankrupt  before  the  money 
was  received  on  the  bill.  The  whole 
proceeds  of  the  bill  are  recoverable 
m  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived to  the  use  of  A's  assignees. 
Buchanan  v.  Tindlay.        Page  593 

4.  A  note  in  these  words,  "  bought 
for  Mr.  T.  filly  continental  gas 
shares,  21.  premium,  (8/.  already 
paid)  500/.,  commission  6/.  5«.,  by 
a  broker  to  his  principal,  is  not  a 
contract  or  evidence  of  a  contract. 
Tomkins  v.  Savety,  638 

5.  But  such  an  instrument  is  admis- 
sible to  shew  a  representation  made 
by  the  broker  to  the  principal, 
without  any  stamp.  tbid. 

6.  Liability  of  agent  to  pay  interest. 

175  (fl) 

III.  Rights  of  agent  agninst  prindpaL 

7.  C.  having  received  rents  for  the 
separate  use  of  B.  the  wife  of  A., 
accepts  without  her  privity  a  bill 
drawn  by  D.,  a  creditor  of  A.  pay- 
able to  D.  or  order.  Before  the 
bill  becomes  due,  A.  and  B.  re- 
quire the  rents  to  be  paid  to  them- 
selves; C  refuses  to  pay  his  ac- 
ceptance without  an  indemnity  from 
D.  against  the  claims  of  A,  and  B, 
The  mdemnity  is  given;  but  C.pays 
the  rents  to  A,  and  B.  As  D. 
would  be  liable  to  refund  upon  his 
indemnity,  he  cannot  sue  C  on  his 
acceptance.  Carr  v.  Stephens,    590 

IV.  Election  between  liability  of  prin- 

cipal and  of  agent, 

8.  A.  by  taking  and  renewing  the 
acceptance  of  C,  the  agent  of  his 
debtor,  B.,  does  not  discharge  B. 
unless  A,  has  elected  between  the 
acceptance  and  cash,  or  B.  has  been 
misled  or  prejudiced  by  the  ar- 
rangement. Robinson  v.  Read.    349 


ALMS-HOUSES. 
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9.  A.  buys  goods  of  B.  as  for  an 
unnamed  principal;  B.  makes  no 
inquiry,  and  debits  A.  with  the 
amount;  B.  may  afterwards  elect 
the  principal  as  his  debtor.  Thomp- 
son V.  Davenport,  Page  110 

10.  So,  where  the  principal  resides 
abroad.  ibid, 

11.  Unless  it  appear  that  the  usage 
is  in  such  a  case  to  look  to  the 
agent  alone.  t^. 

AGREEMENT. 

See  Disclaimer,  1,  2,  3. — Stamps,  I. 
Surrender,  3,  4. 

I.  JFhen  required  to  be  signed. 

1.  The  hiring  of  a  carriage  for  more 
than  one  year,  determinable  at  any 
time  upon  payment  of  a  year's  hire, 
is  an  agreement  not  to  be  performed 
within  one  year  from  the  making 
thereof,  and  must  be  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith. 
Burch  V.  Earl  of  Liverpool.        380 

AIRE  AND  CALDER 
NAVIGATION. 

See  Rate,  4. 

ALDERMAN. 
See  Mandamus,  1. 

I.  Compatibility  of  qffice. 
See  Corporation,  3. 

II.  Mode  of  electing. 
1.  In  London.   Rex  v.  Mayor,  /^c.  of 


London. 

ALIENATION. 

See  Licence,  1,  2. 

ALLOTMENT. 
5ec  Copyhold,  1. — Way,  1. 

ALMS-HOUSES. 
See  Rate,  3. 
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ANNUITY. 


AMENDMENT. 

I.  Where  aUffwed. 

!•  Where  in  an  action  upon  a  bill  of 
exchange  it  appeared  that  the  bill 
had  been  cancelled^  and  a  new  one 
substituted  which  was  not  declared 
upon,  and  the  defendant  thereupon 
had  a  verdict,  the  Court  refusea  to 
allow  the  plaintiff  to  amend  upon 
payment  of  costs,  by  adding  counts 
upon  the  new  bill.  Sweeting  v. 
Hake.  Page  385 

AMBIGUITY. 
jS'm  Vendor  and  Purchaseb,  1. 

AMOTION. 

1.  Power  of,  in  corporations.  Rex  v. 
Mayor,  4*c.  of  London.  60 

ANNUITY. 

I.  Charged  upon  ecclesiastical  property t 
with  cure  of  souls. 

1.  A  term  created  by  an  incumbent 
before  57  Geo.  III.  c.  9%  for  the 
purpose  of  chargring  his  rectory  with 
an  annuity,  may  be  legally  assigned, 
since  that  act,  to  a  person  who  ad- 
vances a  sum  for  the  redemption 
of  the  annuity.  Doey.Gulley.    249 

2.  So,  though  the  rector  be  a  party 
to  the  assignment,  and  by  the 
same  instrument  attempts  to  sub- 
ject the  rectory  to  the  re-payment, 
not  only  of  that  sum,  but  also  of 
other  moneys  then  and  previously 
advanced  to  him  by  the  assignee. 

ibid. 

II.  How  affected  by  bankruptcy. 

$.  Judgment  is  entered  upon  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  against  a  grantor 
of  an  annuity  and  his  surety,  before 
1st  of  April,  IH25 ;  afler  which  day 
the  former  becomes  bankrupt.  By 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  6,  s.  55,  no  execution 
can  issue  against  the  surety,  until 
the  value  has  been  ascertained  by 
the  commissioners  under  s.  54. 
Hone  V.  Morgan,  559 


APPRENTICE, 

III.  Rights  {f  annuitant. 

4.  Not  entitled  to  interest  on  the  ar- 
rears. Page  310 

5,  Unless  he  has  been  delayed  by 
injunction.  ikid. 

ANTENUPTIAL  CHILDREN. 

1 .  As  to  their  legitimation  by  the  sub- 
sequent marriage  of  their  parents, 
where  no  original  impediment  to 
such  marriage,  see  107  (a) 

APPEAL. 
I.  Against  orders  rf  remotaL 

1.  Where  an  order  of  removal  is 
served  so  late  that  an  appeal  cannot 
be  tried  at  the  next  sessions,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  an  appeal  sfaoold 
be  entered  at  those  sessions.  The 
King  V.  The  Justices  of  Devon.  148 

II.  Against  poor's  rates. 

2.  An  appeal  against  a  poor's  rate  on 
the  ground  that  J.  is  improperly 
omitted,  cannot  be  heard  unless 
notice  of  the  appeal  and  of  the 
ground  of  it  have  been  given  to  A. 
Rex  V.  Brooke,  Bart.  719 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  Deed,  2.— Power,  1,  2,  3. 

APPRENTICE. 

I.  Indenture. 

1.  An  undertaking  by  the  mother  of  an 
apprentice,  without  the  knowledge 
of  her  husband,  to  pay  the  master  a 
sum  of  money  beyond  the  premium 
inserted  in  the  indenture,  and  paid 
by  the  husband  at  the  time  of  its 
execution,  (the  stamp  on  the  inden- 
ture being  sufficient  for  both  sums,) 
does  not  make  the  indenture  void 
under  8  Anne,  c.  9,  s.  89 :  the  un- 
dertaking being  void,  and  no  fraud 
being  practised  on  the  revenue. 
Rex  V.  Bourton-vponrDunsmore.  651 

II.  Return  of  premium. 
^fc  Attorney,  1. 


ARREST. 


ASSIGNEES. 
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ARBITRAMENT. 
L  jippomtment  of  umpire, 

1.  Arbitrators  cannot  appoint  an  um- 
pire by  lot.  In  reCasicU,  Page  555 

II.  Jtitndanct  of  wUnesits. 

2.  This  Court  will  not  compel  a  wit- 
ness to  attend  before  an  arbitrator, 
although  the  reference  be  by  order 
of  nisi  prius.    Wansell  v.  Southwood 

359 

III.  Submisaiony  how  affected  by 
bankruptcy. 

S,  Where  J.  and  B.  submit  a  dispute 
to  the  arbitrament  of  C,  and  before 
any  award  A.  becomes  bankrupt, 
and  his  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  is  vested  in  his  assignees, 
B,  may  lawfully  revoke  the  sub- 
mission.    Marsh  V.  fFbod,        504 

4.  Whether  the  submission  is  revoked 
ip8o  facto  by  the  bankruptcy  and 
assignment,  qyctre.  ibid. 

IV.  Operation  qf  award. 

See  Interest,  9. 

5*  Where  all  matters  in  difference  in 
a  cause  are  referred,  and  the  arbi- 
trator awards  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum 
in  satisfaction  for  his  damages  in 
the  cause,  the  plaintiff  cannot  after- 
wards support  another  action  for  a 
demand  within  the  scope  of  the 
reference,  and  which  he  might  have 
brought  before  the  arbitrator.  Dunn 
V.  Murray.  571 

ARREST. 

See  Affidavit,  I. — Insolvent 
Debtor,  1. 

I.  Out  of  the  jurisdiction, 

1  •  A  British  subject,  arrested  abroad 
under  a  warrant  upon  an  indictment 
for  a  misdemeanour,  brought  in 
custody  to  England,  and  there 
committed  to  prison,  is  not  entitled 
to  be  discharged.  Per  Lord  TVfi- 
terden,  C.J.  and  Parke,  J. ;  dubitante 
LitiledaiCfJ.    Scolt,  ex  parte.  S6l 


ARTICLED  CLERK. 

See  Attorney,  I. 

ARTICLES  OF  WAR. 

I.  Jurisdiction, 

1.  Tlie  fraudulent  chargingby  a  purser 
of  stores  which  were  never  issued, 
and  the  making  of  false  entries  in 
the  ship's  books  to  cover  such 
charges,  are  an  offence  punishable 
''  according  to  the-  laws  and  cus- 
toms in  such  cases  used  at  sea,*'  as 
amounting,  under  22  Geo.  2,  c.  S3, 
s.  36,  to  "  a  crime  not  capital,  com- 
mitted by  persons  in  the  fleet,  not 
before  mentioned  in  the  act,  and 
for  which  no  punishment  is  thereby 
directed  to  be  inflicted."  Mann  v. 
Owen.  Page  449 

ASSENT. 

I.  To  the  vesting  of  an  estate. 

See  Disclaimer,  1,  2,  3. — Surren- 
der, d,  4. 

II.  Of  executor,  to  a  bequest. 
SeeBxvK  of  England,  1. 

ASSESSMENT. 
See  Rate. 

ASSETS. 

I.  By  Descent. 

See  FoRUEDON,  1. 

IL  Infuturo. 
See  Executor,  5. 

III.  Legal  or  eqmtable. 
See  Devise,  III. 

ASSIGNEES. 

I.  Of  Bankrupts. 

See  Bankrupt,  7, 9,  11. — Mort- 
gage, 3. 

II.  Of  Reversions, 
See  Covenant^  2,  3. 


752  ATTORNEY, 

ASSIGNMENT. 

I.  Of  a  term* 
See  Benefice,  1. 

IJ,  Of  a  reversion. 
See  CoYBNAN'T,  2,  3. 

HI.  Of  breaches. 
See  CoxTNTT  Treasxtrer,  2. 

IV^  Of  a  debt. 
See  Attorney,  2. 

ASSUMPSIT. 
See  Action,  1,  2,  3. 

ATTACHMENT. 
See  Error,  3. 

ATTESTATION. 
See  Witness,  III. 

ATTORNEY. 
I.  Jriicled  clerk. 

1 .  A.  and  B.  are  partners  as  attorneys, 
C.  is  articled  to  J.f  who  receives 
the  whole  premium,  and  dies  pend- 
ing the  clerkship.  C.  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  substantially  the  clerk  of 
a  firm  which  vests  in  B.  by  survivor- 
ship ;  and  B.  is  liable  to  return  an 
adequate  proportion  of  the  pre- 
mium.    Ex  parte  Bayley.  Page  603 

II.  Duties  of 
See  Ejectment,  3. 

III.  BiU  of  Casts. 

2,  An  undertaking  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  plaintifTs  attorney  in  an 
action  still  pending,  in  considera- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  will,  with  the 
consent  of  that  attorney,  give  an 

,  authority  to  the  defendant  to  pay 
over  the  debt  sued  for  to  a  credi- 
tor of  the  plaintiff,  is  not  binding. 
Taylor  v.  TVatson.  259 


BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 
ATTORNMENT. 

I.  When  required  at  common  km. 
And  see  Distringas  ad  Attornan- 

dum. quem  redditum  reddit. — 

Quid  juris  clamat. 
1.  No   attornment  to  an   alienation 

made  antecedently  to  the  creation  of 

the  tenancy  of  the  party  attorning. 
Po^e  196(6) 


AUTHORITY. 

See  Action,  1. — Agent. — Master 
AND  Servant,  1 . 

AVON  NAVIGATION. 
See  Rate,  1. 

AWARD. 

See  Arbitrament,  IV. — Inclosure 
Act,  1. 

BAIL. 

I.  Where  discharged. 

1.  Bail  are  not  discharged  by  the 
levying  of  part  of  the  debt  under  a 
fi'fa.     Stevenson  v.  Crease.       561 

2.  Nor  are  bail  discharged  by  a  cog- 
novit given  without  their  know- 
ledge or  assent,  where  no  part  of 
the  debt  and  costs  is  made  payable 
at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  earliest 
day  on  which  execution  might  have 
been  obtained.  ibid. 


BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 

I.  Duties  of  in  respect  (f  stock 
bequeathed. 

1.  Where  stock  is  speci6ca]1y  be- 
queathed, the  executor  may  compel 
tiie  Bank  to  permit  him  to  transfer 
it,  unless  it  appear  that  he  has 
assented  to  the  bequest.  Franklin 
V.  The  Bank  of  England.  1 1 


BANKRUPT. 

BANKRUPT. 
I.  Trading. 

1.  A  trading  which  had  been  dis- 
continued before  the  passing  of 
6  Geo.  Ay  c,  16,  will  not  support  a 
commission  issued  since  1  Sept. 
1825.  Surteesv.  Ellison.  Page  5^6. 
HeMon  V.  Beard.  ibid. 

2.  A  person  purchasinff  land  for  the 
purpose  of  making  bricks  from  it, 
and  selling  them,  and  agreeing  to 
pay  4«.  per  1000  bricks  in  part  of 
the  purchase-money,  and  making 
and  selling  bricks  accordingly,  is 
not  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  2.  Heane  v. 
Rogers.  486 

II.  Petitioning  creditor's  debt. 

S.  A  debt,  which  the  creditor  has 
covenanted  with  the  debtor  not  to 
sue  him  for,  is  not  a  good  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt.  Small  v.  Mar- 
wood.  181 

4.  Goods  were  assigned  by  A.  to  B. 
C.  D.  and  £.,  upon  trust  to  pay 
themselves,  and  such  other  credi- 
tors of  A.  as  should  execute  the 
deed,  provided  the  trustees  and 
creditors  executed  on  or  before  a 
certain  day.  The  deed  contained 
an  absolute  covenant  that  the  trus- 
tees and  creditors  would  not  sue, 
arrest,  implead,  or  prosecute  A.,  or 
his  executors,  &c.  or  his  or  their 
goods,  lands,  &c.  The  deed  was 
executed  within  the  time  by  B.  and 
C,  but  not  by  D.  or  E,  This  deed 
enures  as  a  release  of  the  debts 
owing  to  B.  and  C. ;  and  a  commis- 
sion of  bankrupt  afterwards-  issued 
by  ^.,  is  void,  for  want  of  a  sub- 
sisting petitioning  creditor's  debt. 

ibid. 

III.  Act  of  bankruptcy. 

5.  Neither  a  trading  which  ceased, 
nor  an  act  of  bankruptcy  com- 
mitted, before  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  will 
support  a  commission  issued  since 
1  Sept.  1825.  Surtees  v.  Ellison, 
586,  and  Hcwson  v.  Heard.        ibid. 

VOL.  IV. 


BANKRUPT. 
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IV.  Contracts  of  bankrupt,  how 
affected  by  bankruptcy. 

6.  Judgment  is  entered  upon  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  against  grantor  of 
an  annuity^  and  his  surety,  before 
1  April,  1825;  after  which  day  the 
former  becomes  bankrupt.  By 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  65,  no  execution 
can  issue  against  the  surety  until 
the  value  has  been  ascertained  by 
the  commissioners  under  s.  54. 
Hone  V.  Morgan.  Page  559 

7.  Where  A.  and  B.  submit  a  dispute 
to  the  arbitrament  of  C,  and  before 
any  award  A.  becomes  bankrupt, 
and  all  his  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  dispute  is  vested  in 
his  assignees,  B.  may  lawfully  re- 
voke the  submission.  Marsh  v. 
JFood.  504 

8.  Whether  the  submission  is  revoked 
ipso  facto  by  the  bankruptcy  and 
assignment,  quare.  ibid. 


noon,  wicn  uireciions  lo  ais- 
it,  and  pay  part  of  the  pro- 
to  C,  and  apply  the  residue 

scharire  of  a  aebt  due  to  B. 


V.  Liability  of  agent  of  bankrupt  to 
his  assignee. 

9.  A.  at  Liverpool  remits  a  bill  to  B. 
in  London,  with  directions  to  dis- 
count ! 
ceeds 

in  discharge 
from  A.  and  D.  jointly.  B.  does 
not  get  the  bill  discounted,  but  re- 
ceives the  money  when  it  becomes 
due,  before  which  time  A.  stops 
payment,  and  desires  that  the  bill 
might  be  returned  to  him.  A.  be- 
comes bankrupt  before  the  money 
is  received  on  the  bill.  The  whole 
proceeds  of  the  bill  are  money  had 
and  received  to  the  use  of  ^.'s 
assignees.     Buchanan  v.    Findlay, 

593 

VI.  Fraudulent  preference. 

10.  A  trader,  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy,  delivered  bills  of  ex- 
change to  a  creditor,  who  received 
the  money  due  upon  them  after  the 
bankruptcy.  The  assignee  brought 
trover  for  the  bills  : — Held,  that 
the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the 

3c 
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creditor  was  not  a  conversion,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
without  proving  a  demand  and  re- 
fusal before  the  bills  became  due. 
J(mcs  ▼.  Fort.  Page  547 

VII.  Creditor^  where  barred  by 
6  Gfo.4,  c.  16,  s.  133. 

11.  Where  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt issues,  under  which  nine-tenths 
of  the  creditors  assembled  at  two 
meetings  called  in  pursuance  of 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  133,  agree  to  ac- 
cept a  composition,  whereupon  the 
commission  is  superseded,  a  cre- 
ditor, not  present  at  the  meetings, 
and  not  accedinff  to  the  composi- 
tion, or  proving  his  debt  under  the 
commission,  is  not  barred  of  his 
action.     Tuck  v.  Tooke.  393 

VIII.  Where  estopped  from  disputing 
commission, 

12.  A  bankrupt  who  assists  in  the 
sale  of  his  own  goods  under  the 
commission,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting his  property,  and  of  seeing 
that  it  is  sold  to  the  best  advan- 
tage, is  not  thereby  estopped  from 
disputing  the  validity  of^  the  com- 
mission.    Heane  v.  Rogers.       476 

13.  Neither  is  he  so  estopped  by 
giving  notice  to  his  lessors  of  a 
farm  that  he  is  a  bankrupt,  and  is 
willing  to  deliver  up  the  lease, 
which  they  accept,  his  assignees 
not  being  parties  or  privies  to  the 
transaction.  ibid. 


BARON  AND  FEME. 

And  see  Legitimation,  I. 

I.  Husband,  where  bound  by  act  of  wife. 

1 .  The  continued  adoption  by  a  per- 
son of  contracts  made  by  his  wife, 
or  by  a  woman  whom  he  holds  out 
to  the  world  as  his  wife,  for  neces- 
saries ordered  by  her  for  the  use 
of  the  family,  is  not  evidence  of  a 
contract  by  him  that  his  estate 
shall  be  liable  for  necessaries  or- 
dered by  her  after  his  deaths  and 
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supplied  by  the  tradesman  before 
he  has  notice  of  that  event.  Blades 
V.  Tree.  Page  282 

II.  Wife,  where  bound  by  act  of 
husband. 

See  Bill  and  Notb,  3. 

III.  Woman,  how  far  bound  by  act  of 
pseudo-husband. 

2.  A  man  and  woman  had  been  mar- 
ried and  were  cohabiting  togetlier. 
Goods  which  had  belonged  to  the 
woman  before  the  marriage  were 
seized  and  sold  under  an  execution 
acainst  the  man.  The  woman 
afterwards  discovered  that  the 
marriage  was  void: — Held,  that 
she  might  recover  against  the  she- 
riff the  full  value  of  the  goods 
thouffh  exceeding  the  price  for 
which  they  were  sold.  Glasspool 
v.  Young.  533 

BENEFICE. 
I.  Hofw  far  chargeable. 

1.  A  term  created  by  an  incumbent 
before  57  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  for  the 
purpose  of  charging  bis  rectory 
with  an  annuity,  may  be  legally 
assigned  since  that  act  to  a  person 
who  advances  a  sum  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  annuity.  Doe  v. 
GulUy.  249 

2.  So,  though  the  rector  be  a  party 
to  the  assignment,  and  by  the  same 
instrument  attempts  to  subject  the 
rectory  to  the  repayment  not  only 
of  that  sum,  but  also  of  other 
moneys  then  and  previously  ad- 
vanced  to  him  by  the   assignee. 

ibid. 


BILL  OF   EXCHANGE,  AND 
PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

I.  Acceptance, 

1.  On  the  day  before  an  acceptance 
becomes  due  the  name  of  the  ac- 
ceptor is  erased,  and  a  new  con- 
tract between  the  acceptor  and  the 
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drawer,  who  is  also  the  holder,  is 
indorsed  on  the  bill,  but  is  not 
stamped.  The  jury  cannot  look 
at  the  indorsement  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  accept- 
ance was  struck  out  with  the  draw- 
er's assent.  Sxceeting  v.  Halsc. 
Page  287 

2.  Where  a  party  accepts  a  bill  drawn 
by  one  partner  in  a  firm  for  his 
private  accommodation,  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  drawer  will 
provide  for  the  bill  when  due,  no 
action  on  the  bill  lies  against  the 
acceptor  either  by  the  drawer  alone, 
or  by  his  firm  jointly.  Sparrow  v. 
Chisman.  206 

3.  C.  having  received  rents  for  the 
separate  use  of  B.,  the  wife  of  A,, 
accepts  without  her  privity  a  bill 
drawn  by  D.,  a  creditor  oT  A,, 
payable  to  D.  or  order;  before  the 
bill  becomes  due  A.  and  B.  require 
the  rents  to  be  paid  to  themselves, 

C.  refuses  to  pay  his  acceptance 
without  an  indemnity  from  D. 
gainst  the  claims  of  A.  and  B. 
The  indemnity  is  given,  but  C. 
pays  the  rents  to  A,  and  B.     As 

D.  would  be  liable  to  refund  upon 
his  indemnity  he  cannot  sue  C.  on 
his  acceptance.     Carr  v.  Stephens. 

590 

II.  Accommodation, 

4.  A  bill  drawn  payable  at  the  house 
of  the  drawer  must  be  presumed 
to  be  an  accommodation  bill,  and 
the  drawer  is  not  entitled  to  notice 
of  its  dishonour.  Sharp  v.  Bailey.  4 

III.  Indorsement. 
Vide  svprd,  pi,  1  ;  in/rf}^  pi*  6. 

IV.  Discharge  of  liability  by  being  ap- 
pointed executor  to  the  holder. 

5.  If  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note 
appoint  the  maker  his  executor, 
the  debt  is  discharged.  Freakley 
V.  Fox.  18 

6.  And  no  action  lies  on  the  note 
even  by  the  indorsee  of  the  exe- 
cutor, ibid. 
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V.  Notice  (^dishonour, 
Et  vide  suprd,  pi,  4. 

7.  The  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
is  entitled  to  know,  on  the  very  day 
the  bill  becomes  due,  whether  it  is 
dishonoured  or  not.  Cocks  v. 
Masterman,  Page  676 

8.  Therefore,  where  the  bankers  of 
the  drawee  pay  the  amount  to  the 
holder  on  the  day  the  bill  becomes 
due,  and  on  the  following  day  dis- 
cover the  acceptance  to  be  a  for- 
gery, and  give  the  holder  notice  of 
the  fact,  tnev  cannot  recover  back 
the  amount  from  the  holder,    ibid. 

VI.  Interest. 

9.  A  security  for  money  lent,  where- 
by the  borrower  promises  to  pay 
the  creditor  IS51,  in  one  month 
after  his  arrival  in  England,  carries 
no  interest.  Page  v.  Newman,  305 

10.  As  to  interest  on  promissory 
notes,  see  307  (a) 

VII.  Evidence. 

1 1 .  Acknowledgment  by  one  of  seve- 
ral makers  of  a  joint  and  several 
note,  why  held  binding  upon  the 
others.  443  (c) 

12.  Such  an  acknowledgment  made 
after  the  limitation  of  the  statute  had 
attached,  is  insufficient.       447  (a) 

BLOCKADE. 
See  Insurance,  I. 

BONA  FIDES. 

I.  IVhen  a  protection. 

See  Action,  5. — Malicious  Tres- 
pass, 3. — Settlement,  4. 

BOND. 

See  County  Treasurer,  1,  2. — In- 
terest, 8.  10. — Officer,  1,  2. — 
Stamp,  3. 

BOOK  DEBTS. 

5ce  Interest,  14. 

BOUGHT-NOTE. 

Sec  Agent,  4. 
3c2 
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BREACHES. 

See  Covenant,  S,  4. 

BRICKS. 
See  Bankrupt,  2. 

BROKER. 

See  AoENT,  4. 

BURGESSES. 
See  Corporation,  1. 

BYE  LAW. 

1.  For  regulating  election  of  aldermen 
of  London.  Page  39,  65 

CANAL. 
See  Rat£,  1,  2,  4,  6,  9. 

CANCELLATION. 

See  Surrender,  I,  2. 

CAPIAS  AD  SATISFACIEN- 
DUM. 

I.   Where  issuable. 

1.  Tins  process  may  be  awarded 
after  ^en"  feci  as  to  part,  and 
nulla  bona  ultra,  Stevenson  v. 
Crease.  561 

fL  And  bail  may  be  fixed  upon  sucb 


a  writ. 


ibid. 


II.  Indorsement  on. 
See  Sheriff,  2. 

HI.  Escape  under. 
See  Sheriff,  2,  3. 

CAPTURE. 

See  Insurance,  1. 

CARRIAGES. 

See  Frauds,  Statute  of,  3. 

CERTIORARI. 
See  Forcible  Entry,  3. 

CHARITABLE    FOUNDATION. 
See  Rate,  3. 


CHARTER. 

See  Corporation,  1. — ^Costs,  1. 

CIRCUITY  OF  ACTION. 
See  Bill  and  Note,  3. 

CLAIM. 
See  Copyhold,  1. 

CLERK. 

See  Attorney,  I. — Corporation,  S. 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE. 
See  County  Treasurer,  1. 

COAL-MINE. 
See  Rate,  8. 

COGNIZANCE  OF  SUIT. 

Claim  of. 
1.  How  stated.  Page  59 

COGNOVIT. 
See  Bail,  2. 

COLLEGE  OF  PHYSICIANS. 

See  Costs,  1. 

COMMENCEMENT  OF  ACTION. 
5ee  Justices,  III. 

COMMITMENT. 

5ef  Justices,  1. 

COMMON. 

See  Inclosure  Act,  1. — Way,  1. 

COMPENSATION. 

See  Tithes,  2. 

COMPETENCY. 
See  Witness,  I.  II.  III. 

COMPOSITION. 

I.  By  deed. 

1.  Goods  were  assigned  by  A.  toB*  C. 
D.  and  E.  upon  trust  to  pay  them- 
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selves  and  such  other  creditors  of 

A,  as  should  execute  the  deed, 
provided  the  trustees  and  creditors 
executed  on  or  before  a  certain 
day.  The  deed  contained  an  ab- 
solute covenant  that  the  trustees 
and  creditors  would  not  sue,  arrest, 
implead,  or  prosecute  A,  or  his 
executors^  &c.  or  his  or  their  goods, 
lands,  &c.;  and  it  was  executed 
within  the  time  by  fi.  and  C,  but 
not  by  Z).  or  £.  The  deed  enures 
as  a  release  of  the  debts  owing  to 

B.  and  C;  and  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  afterwards  issued  by  jB. 
is  void,  for  want  of  a  subsisting 
petitioning  creditor's  debt.  Small 
V.  Marwood.  Page  181 

II.  With  bankrupt^  under  6  Geo,  4, 
c.  16,  s.  133. 

See  Bankrupt,  VII. 

III.  For  tithes. 
Sec  Tithes,  1 . 

COMPUTATION. 

See  Hundred,  2. — Justices,  4. — 
Rate,  5. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Action,  1. — Loan,  1,  2. — Toll, 
1,2. 

CONSTRUCTION. 
See  Deed,  2. 

CONTINUING  BREACH. 
See  Covenant,  4. 

CONTRACT. 

And  see  Agreement. 

I.  Entiretjf  of. 
See  Action,  2. 

II.  Evidence  of. 
See  Agent,  4. 

CONVERSION. 
See  Trover. 
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COPYHOLD. 

I.  Allotments  to  Copyholders, 

1.  An  ancient  tenement  is  granted  to 
A,  B,  and  C,  for  life,  successively, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor.  After  the  grant,  by  an  act 
for  inclosing  the  waste  lands  of  the 
manor,  all  persons  having  rights  of 
common  over  the  wastes  are  re- 
quired to  give  a  written  statement 
of  their  claims  to  the  commission- 
ers, whose  determination  is  to  be 
final;  and  the  commissioners  are 
to  allot  the  wastes  among  all  per- 
sons and  proprietors  interested 
therein  in  respect  of  their  ancient 
tenements;  and  immediately  after 
such  allotment  the  lands  allotted 
are  to  enure  to  the  same  uses  and 
purposes  as  the  tenements  in  re- 
spect of  which  the  allotments  are 
made,  were  or  would  have  been 
holden.  Neither  A.  nor  C.  make 
any  claim.  B.  makes  a  claim,  and 
the  commissioners  award  allot- 
ments to  B,  and  to  the  lord,  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  rights 
and  interests,  in  respect  of  the  an- 
cient tenement.  The  claim  by  B. 
enures  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties 
interested  in  the  ancient  tenement; 
and  the  legal  estate  in  the  allot- 
ments is  vested  in  A,  B,  and  C. 
successively,  by  the  award.  Doe 
V.  HeUard.  Page  736 

CORPORATION. 
I.  Charter. 

1.  Where  a  charter  of  incorporation 
directs  that  certain  officers  be 
elected  out  of  the  burgesses  and 
inhabitants,  an  usage  to  elect  non- 
inhabitant  burgesses  is  void.  Rex 
V.  Salway,  314 

2.  Nor  is  such  usage  rendered  valid 
by  a  charter  of  restoration  granting 
'*  all  elections  and  rights  of  election 
previously  enjoyed  by  virtue  or 
pretence  (virtute  tel  pratextuj  of 
any  charter,  or  by  any  other  lawful 
manner,  right,  or  title.  ibid  , 
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II.  Incompatible  cffices. 

3.  The  common  clerk  of  a  borough 
is  appointed  by  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  bailifis,  removable  at 
their  pleasure,  and  with  a  salary 
variable  at  their  pleasure,  and  it  is 
his  duty  to  attend  the  corporate 
meetings  and  take  minutes  of  the 
proceedings.  The  office  of  such 
common  clerk  and  that  of  alderman 
are  incompatible ;  and  the  accept- 
ance of  the  former  vacates  the  lat- 
ter.    Rex  V.  Tizzard,        Page  400 

4.  On  a  motion  for  a  quo  'warranto 
information  against  a  corporator 
on  the  ground  of  the  acceptance  of 
an  incompatible  office,  the  relator 
must  shew  a  legal  appointment  to 
the  second  office.     Rex  v.  Day. 

541 

III.  Power  of  amotion. 

See  60. 

IV.  Regularity  of  proceedings. 
See  Select  Vestry,  1. 

COSTS. 
I.  For  Plaintif. 

And  see  pi.  4. 

1.  By  a  charter  granted  to  the  Col- 
lege of  Physicians,  confirmed  by 
statute,  no  one  shall  practise  phy- 
sic within  the  city  of  London,  or 
seven  miles  round,  unless  licensed 
by  the  college,  under  a  penalty  of 
51.  per  month,  to  be  sued  for  by 
the  college,  payable  half  to  the 
king  and  half  to  the  college.  The 
penalty  is  a  debt  vested  in  the  col- 
lege, the  withholding  of  which  is 
an  injury  for  which  damages  may 
be  recovered,  entitling  the  college 
to  receive  costs  if  they  succeed,  and 
rendering  them  liable  to  pay  costs 
under  4  Jac.  1,  c.  S,  s.  2,  where 
they  fail.  College  of  Physicians  v. 
Harrison.  405 

2.  A  plaintiff  who  takes  judgment  of 
assets  quando  upon  plene  adminis- 
travit,  and  obtains  a  verdict  on 
non  assumpsit  testator,   is  entitled 
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to  judgment  for  the  costs  de  bonis 
testatoriSf  et  si  non,  de  bonis  propnis. 
MarshaU  v.  WOder.  Page  607 

II.  For  the  defendant. 
And  see  pi.  1. 

3.  Issue  on  justification,  and  a  new 
assignment,  on  which  judgment  is 
suffered  by  default.  Upon  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  on  the  issue 
he  is  entitled  to  the  whole  costs 
of  the  trial,  provided  no  other  plea 
covering  the  trespasses  newly  as- 
signed be  found  for  the  plaintiflT. 
Cross  V.  Johnson.  290 

4.  Where  the  general  issue  is  on  the 
record  and  the  defendant  means  to 
suffer  judgment  by  defacdt  on  a 
new  assignment,  so  much  of  the 
general  issue  as  applies  to  the  tres- 
passes newly  assigned  should  be 
withdrawn.  ibid. 

5.  An  executor  nonsuited,  &c.  upon 
a  declaration  containing  a  count  on 
an  account  stated  with  the  plaintiff 
as  executor,  of  moneys  owing  to 
him  as  executor,  is  liable  for  costs 
in  respect  of  such  count.  Dorvbig^ 
gin  V.  Hanison.  622 

6.  After  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
and  a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial, 
the  plaintiff  discontinues  the  action: 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  trial.  Sweeting  v. 
Halse.  544 

III.  Upon  rules. 
See  Practice,  4. 

IV.  Upon  motion  for  criminal 
information. 

See  Criminal  Information,  2. 

V.  Security  for  costs. 

7.  A  party  residing  abroad  may,  upon 
being  admitted  to  defend  an  eject- 
ment as  landlord,  be  required  to 
give  security  for  costs.  Doe  d. 
Hudson  V.  Jameson.  570 

8.  Where  an  heir  brought  an  eject- 
ment to  recover  pari  of  premises 
devised  by  his  ancestor,  and  failed, 
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and  afterwards  brought  a  second 
ejectment  against  other  parties^ 
who  held  other  parts  of  the  devised 
premises,  the  Court  refused  to  stay 
the  proceedings  in  the  second  action 
untu  the  costs  of  the  first  were 
paid.  Dae  d.  Taylor  v.  Harris, 
Page  569 

COUNSEL. 
See  Practice,  1. 

COUNTY  TREASURER. 

I.  Duties  of, 

1.  The  bond  given  by  the  county 
treasurer  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
under  12  Geo.  !S,  c.  29,  extends  to 
duties  imposed  on  the  treasurer  by 
subsequent  statutes.  Farr  v.  Hollis, 

2.  A  breach  of  such  a  bond  may  be 
assigned  in  the  defendant  as  trea- 
surer, having  received  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  and  omitted  to 
account  for  it,  upon  being  required 
by  the  justices  at  sessions  so  to  do, 
without  adding  that  he  wa^  re- 
quired to  account  by  an  order  of 
justices.  ibid, 

3.  Under  43  Geo.  3,  c.  47,  (Militia 
Act,)  it  was  the  duty  of  the  county 
treasurer,  who  reimbursed  pay- 
ments made  by  overseers  to  the 
families  of  militia  men,  to  transmit 
an  account  of  such  reimbursements 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  for 
which  such  militia  men  were  serv- 
ing, ibid. 

4.  But  it  was  not  the  duty  of  such 
treasurer  to  demand  the  amount,  or 
to  take  legal  proceedings  for  ob- 
taining payment,  or  to  notify  to  the 
justices  at  sessions  the  transmission 
of  such  account  and  neglect  of  pay- 
ment, or  to  transmit  to  the  justices 
at  sessions  an  account  of  similar 
payments  made  by  himself  to  the 
treasurer  of  another  county,  that 
they  might  make  orders  for  repay- 
ment upon  the  overseers  of  the 
parishes  for  which  such  militia  men 
were  serving.  ibid. 


COVENANT.        759 

COURT-MARTIAL. 
I.  Jurisdiction, 

1 .  The  fraudulent  charging  bya  purser 
of  stores  which  were  never  issued, 
and  the  making  of  false  entries  in 
the  ship's  books  to  cover  such 
charges,  are  an  offence  punishable 
'*  according  to  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms in  such  cases  used  at  sea,"  as 
amounting^  under  25  Geo,  2,  c,  2, 
s.  36,  to  '*  a  crime  not  capital  com- 
mitted by  persons  in  the  fleet  not 
before  mentioned  in  the  act,  and 
for  which  no  punishment  is  thereby 
directed  to  be  inflicted."  Mann  v. 
Ojven.  I^^g^  *4'9 


COVENANT. 

And  see  Bankrupt,  S,  4. — Composi- 
tion, 1. 

I.  Construction. 

1.  In  a  covenant  not  to  keep  a  pub- 
lic house  within  half  a  mile  of  a 
particular  spot,  tlie  distance  must 
be  estimated  by  the  nearest  mode 
of  access  at  the  time  of  the  cove- 
nant, per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 
and  Littledak,  J. ;  or  as  the  crow 
flies,  per  Parke,  J.   Leigh  v.  Hind. 

579 

II.  Implied. 

2.  In  a  lease  bv  B,  to  A.  of  the  un- 
divided third  part  of  a  mine,  with 
the  appurtenances,  a  recital  that 
A,  had  agreed  with  B,,  and  with  C 
and  D.,  the  other  owners  of  a  mine, 
to  erect  a  smelting-mill  on  a  waste 
not  demised  and  not  shewn  to  be- 
long to  B,,  or  to  B..  C,  and  Z)., 
was  held  to  raise  a  covenant  by 
implication  between  A.  and  B,  for 
the  erection  of  such  mill.  Samp-^ 
son  V.  Easterby,  422 

III.  Running  with  land. 

3.  And  it  was  held,  that  such  cove- 
nant ran  with  the  land,  and  passed 
to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  of 
B,'s  purparty  of  the  mine,   ibid. 
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DEED. 


IV.  Where  broken.' 

4.  A  new  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to 
use  rporos  in  a  particular  manner, 
is  committed  every  day  the  rooms 
are  so  used.  Doe  d,  Ambler  v. 
Woodbridge.  Page  302 

V.  Breach^  where  waived. 

5.  Upon  a  clause  of  re-entry  on 
breach  of  covenant,  ejectment  may 
be  supported  in  respect  of  a  con- 
tinuing breach  of  covenant,  though 
rent  has  been  accepted  with  know- 
ledge of  the  original  breach,     ibid. 

COVERTURE. 
See  Baron  and  Feme.  . 

COVIN. 

Ser  Pleading,  1. 

CREW. 

See  Insurance,  2,  3. 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 
I.  Against  Magistrates. 

1.  Where  shrubs  are  cut  upon  an 
unproved  allegation  that  they  were 
likely  to  be  injurious  to  an  adjoin- 
ing wall,  the  case  is  within  the 
malicious  trespass  act,  though  the 
title  to  the  spot  on  which  the 
shrubs  grew  be  in  dispute  between 
the  parties.    Rex  v.  Whately.  431 

2.  Where  a  magistrate,  upon  whose 
property  a  malicious  trespass  had 
been  committed,  issued  a  summons 
requiring  the  offender  to  appear 
before  himself,  or  some  other  ma- 
gistrate, and  purporting  that  infor- 
mation had  been  given  to  him,  the 
magistrate,  on  oath,  whereas  no 
oath  had  been  taken,  and  the  in- 
formation had  been  first  commu- 
nicated by  the  magistrate  to  the 
informer,  the  Court,  in  discharging 
a  rule  for  a  criminal  information 
a^inst  the  magistrate,  refused  to 
give  him  costs.  ibid. 


CUSTOM. 
See  Corporation,  1,  2. 

DAMAGES. 

I.  Where  recoverable  for  detention  of 
debt/  •' 

1.  By  a  charter  granted  to  the  College 
of  Physicians,  confirmed  by  sta- 
tute, no  one  shall  practice  physic 
within  the  city  of  London,  or  seven 
miles  round,  unless  licensed  by  the 
college,  under  a  penalty  of  5L  per 
monUi,  to  be  sued  for  by  the  col- 
lege, payable  half  to  the  king  and 
hsuf  to  the  college.  The  penalty  is 
a  debt  vested  in  the  college,  the 
withholding  of  which  is  an  injury 
for  which  damages  may  be  reco- 
vered ;  entitling  the  college  to  re- 
ceive costs  if  they  sucoeed,  and 
rendering  them  liable  to  pay  costs, 
under  4  Jac.  I,  c.  3,  s.  2,  where 
they  fail.  College  of  Physicians 
V.  Harrison.  P^g^  405 

DEATH. 
See  AoEVTf  1. 

DEBT. 

I.  Action  of 

See  Bankrupt,  4. — Damages,  1. — 
Information,  1. 

DECLARATION. 
See  Practice,  1. 

DEED. 

I.   Where  necessary. 
See  Disclaimer,  2. 

II.  Execution  of. 

1.  The  mere  non-execution  of  a  deed 
is  not  a  refusal  to  execute.  192  (a) 

III.  Construction  of 

2.  Where  an  instrument  shall  operate 
as  an  appointment,  or  as  a  convey- 
ance at  common  law.      .  122  (a), 

123,  o. 
IV.  Production  of. 

See  Ejectment,  II. 


DEVISE. 


DISCLAIMER.        761 


DEFAMATION. 

1.  As  to  the  distinction  between  writ- 
ten and  oral  slander,  see  page  130 

DEFAULT. 

See  Inferior  Court,  1. 

DEMAND  AND  REFUSAL. 

See  Trover,  1. 

DEPOSIT. 
SeeLoAN,  1. 

DEPUTY. 
5ee  Office,  1. 

DESCENT. 
5ee  FoRMEDON,  1. — Heir,  1. 

DEVISE. 

I.  Construction  of. 
See  74. 

II.   What^  shall  carry  trust  estates, 

1.  Lands,  of  which  A,  is  mortgagee 
in  fee,  will  not  pass  under  a  general 
devise  of  all  y^.*s  lands,  if  the  de- 
vise be  subjected  to  uses  which  A, 
was  not  entitled  to  declare  in  re- 
spect of  the  mortgaged  lands.  Gal- 
Hers  V.  Moss,  268 

2.  A  bequest  by  A.  to  ^.,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns, 
ofA.^s  stock  in  trade,  ready  money, 
and  securities  for  money^  debts, 
personal  estate  and  efiects,  will  not 
carry  ^.*s  legal  estate  in  a  mort- 
gage in  fee,  although  a  trust  be 
declared  that  B.^  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns, 
shall  invest  the  produce  thereof, 
and  of  ytf.'s  real  estates,  (devised 
to  JB.  by  a  separate  clause,  which 
does  not  affect  the  mortgaged  pro- 
perty,) in  the  purchase  of  land,  to 
be  conveved  to  certain  uses  in 
strict  settlement.  ihidn 

3.  The  limitation  of  property  in  a 
manner  applicable  only  to  estates 


over  which  the  devisor  is  owner, 
prevents  the  passing  of  an  estate 
held  by  him  as  mortgagee. 

Page  274 

HI.   Whether  creating  legal  or  eqidt- 
able  assets* 

4.  Money  arising  from  the  sale  of 
lands  devised  to  executors  in  trust 
to  sell  for  the  payment  of  legacies, 
constitutes  equitable,  and  not  legal 
assets.     Barker  v.  May.  386 

5.  Such  money  cannot  be  sued  for  in 
.the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  ibid, 

IV.  Remedy  of  devisee, 

6.  Upon  a  devise  to  A,  in  trust  to 
sell  and  pay  the  proceeds  to  B,^ 
an  action  of  account  lies  against  A, 
after  he  has  sold.  390 

V.  Protection  of  possession  of  devisee. 
See  Costs,  8. 

DIRECTORY. 

1.  Distinction  between  matters  direc- 
tory, and  matters  obligatory  and 
essential.  63 

DISAGREEMENT. 

See  Disclaimer,  3. 

DISCLAIMER. 
I.  How  effected, 

1.  Disclaimer  by  parol  sufficient  in 
the  case  of  a  chattel  interest. 

186(6),  191,  n. 

2.  Disclaimer  by  deed  in  the  case  of 
freehold  interests  stated  to  be  a 
modem  invention,  resting  upon  a 
decision  which  had  been  reversed  in 
error,  and  upon  a  case  determined 
on  the  special  wording  of  a  parti- 
cular act  of  parliament.      189  (a), 

190,  n. 

3.  Where  a  feoffment  is  made  to  four, 
one  of  whom  says  that  he  will  have 
nothing  in  the  land,  the  three  cannot 
sue  without  the  fourth,  his  freehold 
not  being  divested  by  this  dis- 
agreement by  parol.  191,  n. 
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DISCONTINUANCE. 

See  Costs,  6. 

DISCOUNT. 
See  Bankrupt,  8. 

DISSEISEE. 
See  WiTMESu,  1. 

DISTRESS. 

I.  For  rent, 

!•  Where  a  declaration  contains  a 
count  for  an  excessive  distress, 
and  a  count  in  trover,  it  is  compe- 
tent to  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  to 
abandon  the  special  count,  and, 
denying  the  tenancy,  to  recover 
under  the  count  in  trover.  Spargo 
V.  Bronm.  Page  638 

2.  Although  he  has  given  no  intima- 
tion to  the  defendant  that  such  a 
course  will  be  adopted.  ibid. 

3.  Mill -stones,  where  distrainable. 

280  te) 

DISTRINGAS  AD  ATTORNAN- 
DUM. 

1.  In  what  cases  awarded.    196,  n. 

197,  n. 

EASEMENT. 

See  Action  on  the  Case,  1. — 
Way,  1. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT. 

See  Devise,  5. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  PROPERTY 
See  Annuity,  I. 

EJECTMENT. 
And  see  Interest,  1 3. 

I.  Staying  proceedings. 

1.  Where  an  heir  brought  an  eject- 
ment to  recover  part  of  premises 
devised  by  his  ancestor  and  failed, 
and  afterwards  brought  a  second 


ERROR. 

ejectment  against  other  parties  who 
held  other  parts  of  the  devised 
l»-emises,  tlie  Court  refused  to  suy 
proceedings  in  the  second  action 
until  the  costs  of  the  first  should 
have  been  paid.  Doe  d.  Taylor  v. 
Harris.  Page  569 

%.  A  party  residing  abroad  may, 
upon  being  admitted  to  defend  an 
ejectment  as  landlord,  be  required 
to  give  security  for  costs.  Doe  d. 
Hudson  V.  Jameson,  570 

II.  Production  of  deeds. 

3.  In  an  action  by  a  termor  the  attor- 
ney of  the  lessor  is  bound  to  pro- 
duce the  lease,  it  having  been  de- 
posited with  him,  by  order  of  a 
court  of  equity,  for  the  inspection 
of  the  lessee.  Doe  d.  Curtail  v. 
Thomas.  218 

III.  Between  landlord  and  tenant. 

4.  Upon  a  clause  of  re-entry  on 
breach  of  covenant,  ejectment  may 
be  supported  in  respect  of  a  con- 
tinuing breach  of  covenant,  though 
rent  has  been  accepted  with  know- 
ledge of  the  original  breach.  Doe 
d.  Ambler  v.  Woodbrige.  502 

ELECTION. 

I.  To  corporate  offices, 

«See  Corporation,  1. — Mandaitos,  1. 

II.  Between  Uability  of  principal  and 
agent. 

See  Aoekt,  IV. 

ENTRY. 

See  Articles  of  War,  1,— Eject- 
ment, 4. — ^FoRCIBLE  EmTRY. 

EQUITABLE  ASSETS. 
See  Devise,  4. 

ERROR. 
I.  In  process. 
1.  Semble,  that  upon  error  from  an 
inferior  Court,    notice  cannot  be 


EVIDENCE. 

taken  of  an  irregularity  in  bringing 
the  party  into  Court  by  attach- 
ment, without  a  previous  summons. 
Thomson  v.  Davenport,     Page  110 

2.  What  informalities  in  process  are 
assignable  for  error.  110(a) 

II.  Venire  de  novo. 

3.  Not  to  be  awarded  in  cases  in 
wliich  no  part  of  the  declaration  is 
safficient  to  support  a  judgment 
fbr  the  plaintiif.  128  (a) 

ESCAPE. 

I.  Liability  of  sheriff,  SfC,  upon. 
See  142  {a). 

ESTATE. 
I.  By  implication, 

1.  Inference^  where  sufficient.  75(6), 

79(6) 
II.  In  whom  vested, 

2.  Lands  appointed  to  A,  to  the  use 
of  B.  are  vested  in  A,  Doe  d. 
Worger  v.  Haddofi,  1 1 8 

III.  Particular. 

3.  Cannot  vest  in  heir  by  descent. 

74(a) 

IV.  Tenancy  Jrom  year  to  year. 

4.  A  demise  from  year  to  year  gene- 
rally by  A,,  tenant  from  year  to 
year,  enures  as  a  demise  from  year 
to  year  during  the  continuance  of 
-^-*8  term.    Pike  v.  Eyre,         661 

ESTOPPEL. 
See  Bankrupt,  VIII. 

EVIDENCE. 

L  Judgment. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  suffers  judg- 
ment by  default  in  an  inferior  Court, 
and  moves  the  proceedings  into  a  su- 
perior Court,  in  which  he  pleads  to 
issue,  the  judgment  by  default  is 
not  even  primd  facie  evidence  of 
the  right  of  action.  Boltings  v, 
Firb^.  567 


EVIDENCE. 
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II.  Bought-note. 

2.  A  note  in  these  words  '*  Bought 
for  Mr.  T,  fifty  continental  gas 
shares,  2/.  premium,  (8/.  already 
paid)  500/. ;  commission  6/.  Ss."  by 
a  broker  to  his  principal,  is  not  a 
contract  or  evidence  of  a  contract ; 
but  it  is  admissible  to  shew  a  re- 
presentation made  by  the  broker 
to  the  principal  without  any  stamp. 
Tomkins  v.  Savory,  Page  538 

III.  Admission  by  agents 

3.  A.  in  pulling  down  a  house  ad- 
joining the  house  of  ^.,  employs  C, 
a  surveyor,  who  writes  a  letter  to 

B,  respecting  the  pulling  down  of 
A*s  house :  the  letter  is  evidence 
against  A.  without  calling  C.  Pey- 
ton V.  St.  Thomas's  Hospital.     605 

IV.  Admission  by  stranger, 

4.  In  trover  by  A,  against  B,  for 
goods  distrained  by  %.,  A*  having 
shewn  a  primd  facie  tenancy  under 

C,  by  payment  of  rent  to  C,  it  is 
not  competent  to  B,  to  produce  the 
written  acknowledgment  of  C.  that 
he  received  such  rent  as  agent  for 
B.,  no  connexion  between  B,  and  C. 
being  shewn  aliunde,  and  it  not 
appearing  at  what  period  the  ac- 
knowledgment was  made.  Spargo 
V.  Bronm.  638 

V.  Presumptive. 

5.  Livery  of  seisin  of  land  cannot  be 
presumed  from  a  feofiee*s  posses- 
sion of  less  than  twenty  years. 
Doe  d.  fVilkins  v.  Parsley.        666 

6.  An  indorsement  on  a  feofiment, 
that  A,  delivered  seisin  in  the  pre- 
sence of  B.  is  no  evidence  of  the 
fact  against  the  party  out  of  whose 
possession  the  feoffment  comes, 
but  who  does  not  claim  under  it. 

ibid, 

VI.  Secondary, 

7.  An  unsuccessful  search  in  the 
parish  chest,  and  among  the  papers 
of  B,  who  had  acted  as  executor 
to  A,,  who  had  acted  as  overseer- 
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for  A,\  appointment,  is  sufficient 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  loss  of 
the  appointment  to  let  in  parol 
evidence  of  its  contents  without 
producing  the  probate  of  the  will 
of  A.  or  of  B.  Rex  v.  Witherly, 
Page  724 
8.  A  pauper  hired  herself  under  a 
written  agreement  to  work  in  a 
factory  for  four  years  at  weekly 
wages,  and  *'  to  observe  all  the 
rules  with  regard  to  the  hours  of 
attendance  and  of  work."  The 
rules  were  not  reduced  into  writing, 
and  were  occasionally  varied  by 
the  master.  But  the  pauper  was 
told  that  she  must  work  twelve 
hours  a  day.  This  parol  commu- 
nication is  not  admissible  to  ex- 
plain the  written  agreement.  Rex 
V.  St.  Johfij  Devizes.  680 

EXAMINATION. 
See  Felony,  1. — Hundred,  III. 

EXCESSIVE  DISTRESS. 
See  Distress,  1. 

EXCEPTIVE  HIRING. 

See  Settlement,  7.  9. 

EXECUTION. 

I.  Of  deeds. 

See  Bankrupt,  4. — Deed,  1. 

II.  Of  powers. 
See  Power,  I. 

III.  Upon  judgments. 

See  Annuity,  3. — Bail,  1.— Bank- 
rupt, 6.—- Baron  and  Feme,  2. — 
Capias  ad  Satisfaciendum. — Fix- 
tures, 1. 

1.  Under  &  Ji.  fa.  the  sheriff  cannot 
take  fixtures  in  a  house  whereof 
the  debtor  is  seised  in  fee.  Place 
V.  Fagg.  277 

EXECUTORS. 
I.  Discharged  from  debt  to  testator. 
1.  If  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note 


EXECUTORS. 

appoint  the  maker  bis  executor  the 
debt  is  discharged ;  and  no  action 
lies  on  the  note  even  by  the  in- 
dorsee of  the  executor.  Freakley 
v.  Fox.  Page  18 

II,  Disclaimer  by. 

2.  Where  one  of  several  executors,  to 
whom  lands  are  devised  for  sale, 
refuses  by  parol  to  act,  such  re- 
fusal deprives  him  of  the  character 
of  executor,  and  thereby  vests  the 
estate  in  the  acting  executors,  by 
ftl  H.  8,  c.  4,  without  any  dis- 
claimer. 190,  n. 

III.  Authority  of  as  against  legatee. 

3.  Notwithstanding  a  specific  bequest 
of  stock,  the  executor  is  entided  to 
transfer  it,  unless  he  has  assented 
to  the  bequest.  Franklin  v.  Bank 
of  England.  11 

4.  And  an  action  lies  for  the  executor 
against  the  Bank  of  England,  for 
not  permitting  him  to  transfer  such 
stock.  ibid. 

IV.  Plene  administravit. 

5.  A  plaintiff  who  takes  judgment  of 
assets  quando  upon  plene  admnis- 
travit,  and  obtains  a  verdict  on  fum 
assumpsit  testator,  is  entitled  to 
judgment  for  the  costs  de  bonis 
testatoris^  et  si  nan,  de  bonis  proprOs. 
MarshaU  v.  Wilder.  607 

6.  After  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
upon  plene  administravit,  the  plain- 
tiff may  have  a  sci.  fa.  out  of  the 
same  record  to  have  execution 
upon  the  subsequently  acquired 
assets.  612  (a) 

V.  Where  liable  to  pay  costs. 

7.  An  executor  nonsuited,  &c.  upon 
a  declaration  containing  a  count  on 
an  account  suted  with  the  plaintiff, 
as  executor,  of  moneys  owing  to 
him  as  executor,  is  liable  for  costs 
in  respect  of  sucb  count.  Donh- 
biggin  V.  Harrison*  622 

VI.  Where  liable  to  pay  interest. 

See  179  (a). 


FIERI  FACIAS. 

EXECUTORY  DEVISE. 
See  75  (a). 

EXPRESS  MALICE. 

See  Libel,  6,  7. 

FACTORY. 
See  SettlbmenT;^  9. 

FALSE  ENTRIES. 
See  Articles  of  War,  1. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

SeeAunzsT,  1. — Justices,  1,  3,  4. 

FEE  SIMPLE. 
See  Fixtures,  2. 

FELONY. 

1.  In  Cox  V.  Coleridge,  (2  D.  &  R.  86, 
1  B.  &  C.  d71,)  the  statutes  1  &  2 
Ph.  4-  M.  c.  IS,  and  2  &  3  Ph.  ^ 
M.  c.  10,  whereby  the  examination 
of  a  prisoner  charged  with  felony 
and  the  informations  of  those  that 
bring  him  are  made  evidence 
against  the  prisoner,  do  not  appear 
to  liave  been  brought  before  the 
Court.  Page  437  (6) 

FEME  COVERT. 
See  Baron  and  Feme. 

FEOFFMENT. 
L  Proof  of. 

1.  Livery  of  seisin  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed from  a  possession  of  less 
than  twenty  years.  Doe  d.  Wil- 
kins  V.  Marquess,  of  Cleveland.    666 

2.  An  indorsement  on  a  feoffment, 
that  J.  delivered  seisin  in  the  pre- 
sence of  B.f  is  no  evidence  of  the 
fact  against  the  P^^^y  out  of  whose 
possession  the  feonment  comes, 
but  who  does  not  claim  under  it. 

ibid. 

FIERI  FACIAS. 

I.  What  may  be  taken  under. 

See  Baron  and  Feme,  2. — 
Fixtures,  L 


FORMEDON.        765 

II.  Effect  of 

1.  After  a  return  o^  fieri  fed,  as  to 
part,  and  nulla  bona  ultra,  aca.  sa. 
may  issue.     Stevenson  v.    Crease. 

Page  561 

2.  And  bail  may  be  fixed  upon  a  ca. 
sa.  so  issued.  ibid. 

FISHERY. 

I.  Several. 

See  32,  33,  n. 

FIXTURES. 
I.  When  passing  with  house. 

1 .  By  a  mortgage  of  a  mill,  the  stones, 
tackling  and  implements,  necessary 
for  the  working  of  the  mill,  pass  to 
the  mortgagee.     Place  v.  Fagg, 

277 

II.  When  seizable  in  execution. 

2.  Under  hfi.fa.  the  sheriff  cannot 
take  fixtures  in  a  house  whereof 
the  debtor  is  seised  in  fee.       ibid. 


FORCIBLE  ENTRY. 
I.  Restitution. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
a  forcible  entry  or  detainer  under 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  or  21  Jac.  1,  c  15, 
the  party  dispossessed  is  not  a 
competent  witness  for  the  prosecu- 
tron.    Rex  v.  Williams.  471 

2.  Nor  is  it  competent  to  the  defend- 
ant to  impeach  the  title  of  the 
party  dispossessed.  ibid. 

3.  Where  such  an  indictment  is 
brought  before  K.  B.  by  certiorari, 
that  Court  is  bound  upon  conviction 
to  award  restitution.  ibid. 

4.  But  before  trial  it  is  discretionary 
to  award  or  refuse  restitution,  ibid. 

FORGERY. 
See  Bill  and  Note,  5. 

FORMEDON. 

I.  Warranty  with  assets. 

1.  After  a  verdict  for  the  demandant 


766    FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF 

in  forraedon,  where  the  tenant  has 
pleaded  warranty  with  assets,  the 
tenant  cannot  have  a  sci.  fa.  upon 
the  judgment  in  respect  of  assets 
•uhsequently  descended. 

Page  6\2  (a) 

FRAUD. 

See  Articles  of  War,  1. — Bank- 
rupt, VI. — ^Pleading,  1. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
I.  Surrender, 

1.  The  cancellation  of  a  lease  is  not 
a  surrender  by  operation  of  law. 
Doe  d.  Courtail  v.  Thomas.       218 

2.  The  fact  of  a  lease  being  found  in 
the  possession  of  a  lessor  in  a  can- 
celled state,  is  no  evidence  of  a 
surrender  by  deed  or  note  in  writ- 
ing, ibid. 

II.  Agreement  not  to  be  performed 
mtJdn  year. 

8.  An  agreement  to  hire  a  carriage 
for  more  th^ui  one  year,  determina- 
ble at  any  time  upon  payment  of 
a  year's  hire,  is  an  agreement  not 
to  be  performed  within  one  year 
from  the  making  thereof,  and  must 
be  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged  therewith.  Burdi  v.  Earl 
of  Liverpool,  380 

III.  Sale  of  lands. 

See  4. 

IV,  Sale  of  goods. 

4.  A.f  by  parol,  sold  to  B.  the  timber 
of  certam  growing  trees  at  a  price 
exceeding  10/.;  B.  gave  directions 
for  cutting  the  trees,  and  offered 
to  sell  the  butts  to  C;  J.,  by  let- 
ter, required  B.  to  pay  for  the 
timber;  B.,  by  letter,  answered 
that  he  had  bought  the  timber, 
but  that  it  was  conditioned  to  be 
sound,  and  was  not  so : — Held, 
first,  that  this  was  not  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  lands  or  any  interest 
in  the  land  within  the  fourth  sec- 


HIRING. 

tion  of  the  statute ;  secondly,  tliat 
there  was  no  binding  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods  within  the  seven- 
teenth section;  thirdly^  that  the 
letter  varying  in  the  terms  of  the 
bargain,  did  not  constitute  a  note 
in  writing  of  the  contract;  and 
fourthly,  that  there  was  no  part- 
acceptance  or  actual  receipt  of  the 
goods  by  the  buyer.  Smith  v. 
Surman.  P^^  ^^ 

FREE  WARREN. 

See  S2. 

GAME. 

I.  Serrant. 

1.  An  unqualified  servant  going  out 
with  his  qualified  master  and  shoot- 
ing game  in  his  presence,  and  for  his 
use,  is  liable  to  a  penalty  under  5 
AmiCf  c.  14,  for  keeping  and  using  a 
gun  to  kill  game.  Ex  parte  Syl- 
vester. 5 

GAZETTE. 
See  Insurance,  1. 

HEIR. 

I.  Descent  to. 

And  see  Formedon. 

1.  A  particular  estate  of  freehold 
cannot  be  taken  by  descent.    74  {a) 

II.  Disinherison  of. 

2.  Impropriety  of  expression  "  that 
an  heir  cannot  be  disinherited  by 
the  plainest  intention  apparent  on 
face  of  will,  unless  the  estate  be 
completely  disposed  of  to  some  one 
else."  71  (rf) 

III.  Security  for  costs  by. 
See  Costs,  8. 


HIRING. 

I.  Locatio  operis  fadcndi. 
See  Justices,  1.— Master  and  Ser- 
vant.— Settlement,  IV. 


IMPLIED  MALICE. 

II.  Locatio  rei. 

See  Frauds^  Statute  of,  S. — 
Settlement,  II. 

HOUSES. 

See  Fixtures. 

I.  Injury  to. 

See  Action  on  the  Case,  1. — Hun- 
dred, 1,  2,  3,  4.— Sewers,  2. 

HUNDRED. 

I.  IVko  may  sue. 

1.  A  termor,  and  also  the  party  seised 
of  the  freehold  subject  to  the  term, 
may  each  recover  damages  to  the 
extent  of  200/.  against  the  hundred 
for  the  injury  resulting  from  a  fe- 
lonious burning,  in  respect  of  their 
several  possessionary  and  rever- 
sionary interests.  PeUew  v.  Hun- 
dred of  East  JVonford.      Page  ISO 

n.  Notice. 

2.  The  two  days  allowed  by  9  Geo, 
1,  c.  22,  for  giving  notice  of  the 
offence  were  held  to  be  exclusive 
of  the  day  on  which  the  fire  hap- 
pens, ibid, 

III.  Examination  on  oath. 

3.  Where  the  reversioner  sues,  no 
servant  of  his  having  had  the  care 
of  the  premises,  such  reversioner  is 
the  proper  person  to  give  in  an  ex- 
amination, ibid. 

4.  The  examinant  is  not  bound  to 
state  mere  suspicions  entertained 
by  him  as  to  the  person  who  com- 
mitted the  offence,  unless  interro- 
gated thereto  by  the  magistrate. 

ibid. 
HUSBAND. 
See  Baron  and  Feme. 

ILLEGAL  CONTRACT. 

See  Insurance,  1.— Office,  1. 

IMPLICATION. 

See  Estate,  1. 

IMPLIED  MALICE. 

See  Libel,  6,  7. 


INCOMPATIBILITY.  76T 

IMPRISONMENT. 

See  Arrest,  1. — Justices,  1,  3,  4. 

INCLOSURE  ACT. 

And  see  Way,  1. 

I.  Allotments, 

1.  The  lord  of  a  manor,  by  copy 
of  court  roll  granted  an  ancient 
tenement  to  A,  B.  and  C.  for  life. 
A.  died  in  1825,  and  B.  in  1826^ 
leaving  C.  surviving.  After  the 
grants  an  act  passed  for  inclosing 
the  w^te  lands  of  the  manor,  enact- 
ing, that  all  persons  having  rights 
of  common  over  the  waste  lands 
should  give  the  commissioners  a 
written  statement  of  their  claims, 
and  that  the  determination  of  the 
commissioners  should  be  finals  that 
the  commissioners  should  allot  the 
waste  lands  among  all  persons  and 
proprietors  interested  therein  in 
respect  of  their  ancient  tenements, 
and  that  the  act  should  not  extend 
to  alter  and  annul  anv  will  or  set- 
tlement of  any  of  the  lands  in- 
tended to  be  inclosed,  but  that  the 
lands  allotted  should,  immediately 
after  such  allotment,  enure  to  the 
same  uses  and  purposes  as  the  tene- 
ments in  respect  of  which  the  allot- 
ments should  be  made  then  were, 
or  would  have  been,  if  the  act  had 
passed.  Neither  A,  nor  C.  made 
any  claim  before  the  commission- 
ers. B,  did  make  a  claim,  and  the 
commissioners  awarded  allotments 
to  B,  and  to  the  lord,  according  to 
their  respective  rights  and  interests 
in  respect  of  the  ancient  tenement: 
—Held,  that  the  claim  by  B, 
enured  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties 
interested  in  the  ancient  tenement, 
and  that  the  award  vested  the  legal 
estate  in  the  allotments  in  A.  B, 
and  C,  successively.  Doe  v.  Hel- 
lard.  Page  736 

INCOMPATIBILITY. 

See  Corporation,  2. 
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768  INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 

INDEMNITY. 
See  Bill  and  Note,  3. 

INDENTURE. 
See  Apprentice^  1. 

INDICTMENT. 
See  Forcible  Entry^  I. 

INDUCEMENT. 

See  Pleading,  1. 

INFERIOR  COURT. 

I.  Effect  of  proceedings  in. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  sufTers  judg- 
ment by  default  in  an  inferior  Court 
and  moves  the  proceedings  into  a 
superior  Court,  in  which  he  pleads 
to  issue,  the  judgment  by  default 
is  not  even  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  right  of  action.  Bot tings  v. 
Firb^.  Page  567 

INFORMATION. 

I.  In  personam. 

1.  An  information  for  penalties  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  civil  action.       365 

INFORMER. 

See  Criminal  Information^  1. 

INHABITANT. 

See  Corporation,  1. 

INJUNCTION. 

See  Interest,  12,  13. 

INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 

I.  Extent  of  discharge. 

L  B^  gave  to  A.  a  bond  and  warrant 
of  attorney  to  secure  the  re-invest- 
ment of  stock  lent.  After  judgment 
entered  up,  B.  was  discharged  un- 
der the  insolvent  act,  53  Geo.  3,  c. 
1  OX',  as  to  his  scheduled  creditors, 
of  whom  A,  was  one.  jB.  being  af- 
terwards arrested  in  an  action  on 


INSURANCE. 

the  judgment  was  discharged  out 
of  custody  upon  filing  common 
bail.  Salmon  v.  Miller.  Page  551 
2.  Semhle,  that  the  debt  itself  was 
barred.  ibid- 


INSPECTION. 
See  Action,  1. 

INSURANCE. 
I.  Blockade. 

I.  If  a  ship,  the  cargo  of  which  is  in- 
sured, sail  from  a  British  port, 
and  notice  is  aflerwards  given  in 
the  Gazette  that  the  foreign  port  to 
which  she  is  bound  is  blockaded, 
it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury, 
in  an  action  upon  the  policy,  the 
ship  having  been  captured,  whe- 
ther the  captain  knew  of  the  block- 
ade or  not.     Harratt  v.  Wise.  52\ 

%.  Goods  were  insured  at  and  from 
L.  to  any  port  in  the  river  P.,  the 
policy  was  effected  and  the  ship 
sailed  after  notification  that  those 
ports  were  blockaded,  the  ship  was 
captured  by  the  blockading  squa- 
dron in  the  river  P.  but  was  res- 
cued by  her  own  crew,  and  brought 
back  with  the  goods  undamaged  to 
L. ;  notice  of  abandonment  was 
given  in  the  interval  between  intel- 
ligence of  the  capture  and  of  the 
rescue,  but  after  the  rescue  in  fact. 
There  was  no  intention  to  violate 
the  blockade: — Held,  that  the  voy- 
age as  insured  was  not  illegal ;  but 
that  there  was  not  a  total  loss. 
Naylor  v.  Taylor.  526 

II.  Abandonment. 

3.  A  ship  being  deserted  at  sea  by 
the  crew,  for  the  preservation  o£ 
their  lives,  the  assured  on  goods 
abandon.  She  is  afterwards  towed 
into  port,  but  the  goods  are  so 
much  damaged  as  not  to  be  worth 
sending  to  their  place  of  destina- 
tion : — Meld,  a  total  loss.  Parry 
V.  Aberdein.  343 
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JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

INTEREST. 

JVheii  recoTcrable. 

1.  Against  an  agent.      Page  179  (a) 

2.  Against  an  assignee.  ibid, 

3.  Against  an  executor.  ibid. 

4.  Against  a  partner.  ibid. 

5.  For  money  lent.  307  (a) 

6.  A  security  for  money  lent,  where- 
by the  borrower  promises  to  pay 
the  creditor  135/.  in  one  month 
after  his  arrival  in  England,  carries 
no  interest.  Page  v.  Newman.  $05 

7.  When  payable  on  a  promissory 
note.  •  307  (fl) 

8.  Not  payable  on  bond  conditioned 
to  remit  goods  of  a  certain  value 
within  a  certain  time.  309  (b) 

9.  Recoverable  on  money  awarded  to 
be  paid  on  a  certain  day.  310 

10.  Not  recoverable  on  a  single  bond. 

ibid. 

1 1 .  Not  recoverable  upon  the  arrears 
of  an  annuity.  ibid. 

12.  Except  where  annuitant  has  been 
delayed  by  injunction.  ibid. 

13.  Decreed  against  executors  upon 
mesne  profits,  who  at  the  instance 
of  the  occupier  had  stayed  an  eject- 
ment by  rule  of  Court  and  by  in- 
junction, ibid. 

14.  When  payable  on  book  debts,  ib. 

IRREGULARITY. 

See  Error,  2. — Practice,  1. 

JOINT  CONTRACTOR. 

See  Limitation  op  Actions,  1. — 
Witness,  2. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 
I.  Liability  of  adventurers. 
1 .  A.  signs  a  prospectus  of  a  joint 
stock  distillery  company,  the  gene- 
ral import  of  which  is,  that  a  com- 
pany shall  be  thereafter  formed, 
but  which  speaks  of*'  the  condi- 
tion upon  which  this  establishment 
is  formed."  A.  never  pays  his 
subscription.  A.  is  not  liable  as  a 
partner  to  pay  for  goods  supplied 

VOL,  IV.      . 


JUSTICES. 
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to  the  distillery  by  a  person  who 
knew  he  had  signed  the  prospectus, 
ahhough  A.  was  present  when  pre- 
mises were  taken  for  the  distillery 
and  solicited  persons  to  become 
subscribers.  Bourne  v.  Freeth. 

Page  512 

JUDGMENT. 

I.  Of  future  assets. 

1 .  A  plaintiff  who  has  taken  judgment 
of  assets  quando  acciderint  upon  a 
plea  ofplene  administravit,  and  ob- 
tains a  verdict  upon  an  issue  on 
non  assumpsit  testator,  is  entitled  to 
judgment  for  the  costs  **  de  bonis 
testatoris,  et  si  non,  de  bonis  propriis.** 
MarshaU  v.  Wilder.  607 

II.  Bji  default. 

See  Inferior  Court,  1. 

III.  Non  obstante  veredicto. 
See  Pleading,  1. 

IV.  As  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 

See  Trial,  2. 

JURISDICTION. 

5ef  Arrest,  1. — Court  Martial,  1, 
— Justices,  I. 

JURY. 

I.  Duties  and  authority  of. 

1.  In  cases  of  libel,  see  Libel,  S. 

2.  In  cases  of  fraud,  see  Vendor  and 
Purchaser,  5,  6. 

JUSTICES. 
I.  Jurisdiction  in  reject  of  labourers. 

1.  A  contract  to  weave  certain  goods 
at  the  house  of  the  weaver,  is  not  a 
contract  to  serve  within  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  34,  s.  3,  so  as  to  give  jurisdic- 
tion to  a  magistrate  to  commit  the 
weaver  "for  neglecting  his  work 
after  commencing  upon  the  same." 
Hardy  v.  Ryle.  205 

II.  Jurisdiction  in  felony. 
And  see  Hundred,  4. 

2.  The  statutes  I  &  2  Ph.  ^  M.  c. 
13,  and  2  &  3  Ph.  ^  M.  c.  10, 

3d 
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LEGACY. 


making  the  examination  of  a  pri* 
soner  charged  with  felony,  and  in- 
formations of  those  that  bring 
him,  evidence  against  the  prisoner, 
not  brought  before  the  court  in 
Cox  V.  Cderidge.         Page  447  (b) 

IIL  Commencement  of  action  against. 

S.  An  action  for  false  imprisonment 
against  a  magistrate  may  be  com- 
menced on  the  14th  of  June,  where 
the  plaintiff  is  discharged  out  of 
custody  on  the  14th  of  December. 
Hardy  v.  Byk.  295 

IV.  Notice  of  action  against. 

4.  Notice  of  action  against  justices 

served   15th  May:  latitat  issued 

15th   June.     Qu.  whether  issued 

too  soon.      Gould  v.  Hole,   MS. 

801  (n) 

LABOURERS. 
5etf  JoBTicBS,  I. — Settleubnt,  IV. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Bankrupt,  1 1 . 

I.  Tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

1 .  A  demise  from  year  to  year  gene- 
rally by  a  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
is  in  legal  effect  a  demise  from  year 
to  year  during  the  continuance  of 
such  tenant's  term^  and  may  bejiro- 
perly  pleaded  as  such.  Pyke  v.  Eyre. 

661 
IL  Estoppel. 

2.  Tenant,  how  far  estopped  from  de- 
nying title  of  lessor.  198 

LEASE. 

See    Bankrupt,    11. — Devise,   4. — 
Ejectment,  3. 

LEASING  POWER. 
See  PowEa,  4. 

LEGACY. 

1  k  Notwithstanding  a  specific  bequest 
of  stock,  the  executor  is  entitled  to 


LIBEL. 

transfer  it,  unless  he  has  assented 
to  the  bequest.  Franklin  v.  Bank 
of  England.  Vage  11 

LEGITIMATION. 

1 .  As  to  the  legitimation  of  antenuptial 
children  by  marriage,  see  107  (o). 

LETTERS. 
See  Agent,  2. — Vendor  and  Pue- 

CBASSa,  I. 


I. 


LIBEL. 

What  amounts  to. 


1.  A  written  or  printed  publication 
stating  that  A.  "  has  been  guilty  of 
gross  misconduct  in  insulting  per- 
sons in  a  barefaced  manner,"  is  libel- 
lous.    Clements  v.  C kites.  127 

2.  Distinction  between  oral  and  writ- 
ten slander.  130 

3.  Where  in  a  civil  action  the  ten- 
dency of  an  alleged  libel  is  to  injure 
the  plaintiff,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
judge  to  state  to  the  jury  that  the 
publication  is  a  libel,  without  leav* 
ing  it  to  them  to  consider  whetber 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  defend- 
ant to  injure  the  plaintiff.  Haire  v. 
Wilson.  605 

4.  In  a  civil  action  libel  or  no  libel  is 
a  question  of  law.  1 28  (6) 

II.  Publication. 

5.  What  shall  amount  to  a  publica- 
tion. 312(a) 

III.  Privileged  communication. 

6.  In  an  action  by  a  servant  for  a  libel 
in  the  form  of  a  character,  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  shew  implied  malice,  by 
directly  negativing  the  charge,  or 
express  malice  attundi.  CfStd  v. 
AffUck.  338 

7.  it  is  no  proof  of  express  malice  that 
the  master  has  communicated  to  the 
party  inquiring  his  belief  as  to  mis- 
conduct after  the  plaintiff  had  quit- 
ted his  service,  nor  that  he  has  made 
a  similar  communication  to  persons 
from  whom  he  received  the  plaintiff 
with  a  good  character,  Und. 


LOAN. 

IV.  Evidence. 

8.  Production  of  tbe  affidavit  filed  at 
the  stamp-office^  and  of  a  news- 
paper corresponding  with  that  there- 
in mentioned^  is  sufficient  proof  of 
publication  in  an  action  or  indict- 
ment against  tbe  proprietor  for  a 
libd.  Mayne  v.  Fletcher.    Page  3 1 1 

V.  Defence, 

9.  A  defendant  brought  up  for  judg- 
ment after  being  convicted  of  pub- 
lishing a  libel  imputing  indictable 
o£Fences  to  the  prosecutor^  cannot 
be  allowed^  in  mitigation  of  punish- 
ment^  to  read  affidavits  alleging  the 
truth  of  the  libel.  Rexv.Halpin,    8 

LICENCE. 
I.  To  alien. 

!•  Effect  of  licence  once  granted  in 
destroying  a  proviso  against  aliena- 
tion without  licence.  304  (a) 

2.  Proper  form  of  proviso  to  avoid  its 
destruction  by  one  licence.        ibid. 

II.  To  practice  pht/nc. 
See  CosTB^  L 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

I.  Revival  of  liabiUiy. 

And  see  Bill  and  Note^  9,  10. 

I.  A.  and  jB.  give  a  joint  promissory 
note  for  600T.  to  C.  In  an  action 
by  C.  against  A,  and  jB.,  an  account 
in  which  B,,  as  between  himself 
and  C,  gives  credit  for  interest  upon 
a  sum  of  600/.^  is  evidence  to  oust 
tbe  statute  of  limitations.  Mander" 
ston  ▼•  Robertson.  440 

LIVERY  OF  SEISIN. 
See  Fboffmbnt,  1. 

LOAN. 

And  see  Money  Lent. 

I.  jR^^  to  recover  deposit  paid  on  scrip 
receipt. 

1 .  A  party  who  pays  a  deposit  to  a  loan 
contractor  upon  a  scrip  receipt^  en- 


MALICIOUS  TRESPASS.  771 

titling  him  to  a  certain  portion  of 
the  loan  on  payment  of  the  subse- 
quent instalments,  receives  a  full 
equivalent  for  the  deposit  in  the 
option  to  become  a  holder  of  stock. 
KotkscAild  V.  Hennings,  Page  4 1 1 
.  And  if  such  purchaser  omit  to  pay 
the  instalments  at  the  stipulated 
periods,  he  cannot  afterwards  re- 
quire tbe  contractor  to  accept  the 
instalments  with  interest,  or  return 
the  deposit.  U)id. 

LOCAL  MILITIA. 

See  Settlement^  8. 

LOCKS. 
See  Rate,  9. 

LONDON. 

See  Mandamus,  1 . 

MAGISTRATE. 
See  Justices. 


MALICE. 
See  Libel,  6,  7. 

MALICIOUS  TRESPASS. 

I.  What  trespasses  are  within  7  &S 
Geo.  4,  c.  30. 

1.  Where  shrubs  are  cut  upon  an  un- 
proved allegation  that  they  were 
likely  to  be  injurious  to  an  adjoin- 
ing wall,  the  case  is  within  the  ma- 
licious trespass  act,  though  the  title 
to  the  spot  on  which  the  shrubs 
grew  be  in  dispute  between  the 
parties.    Rex  v.  Whaiely.  43 1 

II.  Course  of  proceeding. 

2.  Where  a  magistrate,  upon  whose 
property  a  midicious  trespass  had 
been  committed,  issued  a  summons 
requiring  the  offender  to  appear  be- 
fore himself,  or  some  other  magis- 
trate, and  purporting  that  informa- 
tion had  neen  given  to  him,  the 
magistrate,  on  oath,  whereas  no 
oath  had  been  taken,  and  the  infor- 

3d2 
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matioQ  had  been  first  communicated 
by  tbe  magistrate  to  the  io former, 
the  Court,  in  discharging  a  rule  for 
a  criminal  information  against  the 
magistrate,  refused  to  give  him 
costs.     Rexv,  JVkately.    Page  43  \ 

II.  fVho  within  protection  ofs,4\. 

3.  The  owner  of  property  arresting  a 
person,  in  the  bonajide  belief  that 
he  was  acting  in  pursuance  of  7  &  8 
Geo,  4,  c.  30^  s.  2S,  is  entitled  to 
the  notice  of  action  required  by  s.  4 1 
of  that  statute.     Beechey  v.  Sides. 

634 
MANDAMUS. 

1 .  Sufficiency  of  return, 

\ .  Mandamus  to  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men of  London  to  admit  A.  into  the 
office  of  alderman.     Return,  that 
by  certain  proceedings  (set  out)  had 
at  a  court  of  wardmote.  A,  was 
declared    elected ;    that    a    return 
thereof  was  made  to  the  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen;  that  that  court 
has  from  time  immemorial  had  cog- 
nizance of  all  elections   at  ward- 
mote courts  to  city  offices,    upon 
petition  by  any  person  interested  ; 
that  persons   interested  petitioned 
against  the  return  of  A. ;  that  the 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  upon 
inquiry,  declared  the  election  void, 
and  that  A,  was  not  duly  elected. 
Traverse,    that  A,   was   not  duly 
elected ;  and  issue.     Proof,  that  at 
the  election  three  poll-clerks  were 
first  appointed,  and  two  of  them 
afterwards  dismissed ;  that  upon  a 
scrutiny  being  demanded  the  ward- 
mote  was   adjourned,    "  to   meet 
again  on  a  fresh  summons  |'*  that  the 
mayor  then  went  out  of  office,  and 
the  new  mayor  assembled  a  ward- 
mote by  a  fresh  summons,  took  the 
scrutiny,  and  declared  A,  duly  elect- 
ed ',  and  that  a  return  thereof  being 
made  to  the  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen,  they,  upon  petition,  de- 
clared  the   election   void  : — Ueld, 
that  tbe  return  was  good  in  form : 
secondly,     that      the     cognizance 


claimed  did  not  exclude  tbe  juris- 
diction of  tbe  Court  of  King's  Beucb: 
thirdly,  that  the  dismissal  of  the 
poll-clerks  and  the  change  of  the 
mayor  did  not  invalidate  tbe  elec- 
tion :  and  fourthly,  that  the  mode 
of  adjourning  the  wanlmote  was 
not  a  dissolution,  and  did  not  affect 
the  scrutiny.  Rex  v.  Tke  Mayor ^ 
Sfc,  of  London,  Pog^  36 

MANOR. 

See  Copyhold,  1. 

MARRIAGE. 

See  Baron  and  Fkme. 

And  as  to  legitimation  of  antenuptial 
children,  see  107  (a) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

And  see  Agbnt. — Settlement,  IV. 

I.  LiabUUy  rf  master  for  negligence  of 
servant, 

I .  A  master  ordered  his  servant  to  lay 
rubbish  near  his  neighbour's  wall, 
but  not  to  let  it  touch  tbe  wall ;  it 
did  naturally  and  unavoidably  touch 
the  wall,  in  spite  of  the  8ervant*s 
care  to  prevent  it:  the  master  was 
held  liable  in  trespass.  Gregory  v. 
Piper,  500 

MAYOR. 

See  Mandamus,  1. 

MEASUREMENT  OF  DISTANCE. 
See  Covenant,  I . 

MERSEY  AND  IRWELL  NAVI- 
GATION. 

See  Rate,  1 . 

MESNE  PROFITS. 

See  Interest,  13. 

MILITIA. 

See  County  Treasurer,  3. — Set- 
tlement, 8. 


MISDIRECTION. 

MILL. 

See  FixTUREfl,  1. 

MILL-STONE. 

See  Fixtures,  ] ,  2. 

MINE. 

See  Covenant,  2,  3. 

MISDEMEANOUR. 

See  Arrest,  1. — Articles  of  War,  1. 

MISDIRECTION. 

I.  Cases  where  rules  for  new  (rials,  on 
the  ground  of  nonsuit,  misdirection^ 
4*c.,  were  re/used. 

1 .  Burch  V,  Earl  of  Liveq)Ool. 

Page  380 

2.  Child  V,  Affleck.  338 

3.  Doc  d.  Ambler  v.  Woodbridge. 

302 

4.  Hall  V,  Curzon.  565 

5 .  May ne  v.  Fletcher.  3 1 1 

6.  Page  V,  Newman.  305 
7-  Sharp  V.  Bailey.  4 

8.  Sinclair  v»  Bowles.  I 

9.  Surtees  v.  Ellison.  586 
10.  Wansell  V.  Southwood.  359 

11.  Rules  discharged. 

1  ] .  Codling  r.  Johnson.  671 

12.  Doe  d.  Sweeting  v.  Hellard.  736 

13.  Early  v.  Garrett.  687 

14.  Glasspool  V.  Young.  533 

15.  Gregory  ».  Piper.  500 

16.  Haire  V.  Wilson.  605 

17.  Harratt  p.  Wise.  521 

18.  Leigh  0.  Hind.  579 

19.  Naylor  r.  Taylor.  526 

20.  Peyton  v.  Governors  of  St. 

Thomas's  Hospital.  625 

21.  Pike  V.  Eyre.  661 

22.  Pope  p.  Biggs.  193 

23.  Poulton  V.  Lattimoie.  288 

24.  Small  V.  Marwood.  181 

25.  Spargo  v.  Brown.  638 

26.  Wood  V.  Norton.  673 


III.  Rules  ahsolute. 

27.  Boltings  V.  Firby. 

28.  Bourne  v.  Freeth. 

567 
512 

MORTGAGE.        173 

29.  Carr  v.  Stephens.  Page  590 

30.  Delane  v.  Hillcoat.  175 

31.  Doe  d.  Courtail  v.  Thomas.    218 

32.  d.  Wilkins  v.  Marquess 

of  Cleveland.  666 

33.  Galliers  v.  Moss.  268 

34.  Hardy  r.Ryle.  295 

35.  Heane  v.  Rogers.  480 

36.  Jones  r.  Fort.  55 1 

37.  t>.  Yeates.  613 

38.  Smith  v.  Surman.  455 

39.  Sparrow  v.  Chesman.  206 

40.  Sweeting  v.  Halse.  287 

41.  Torakins  v.  Savory.  538 

MONEY  LENT. 

I.  Rights  oflaider. 

See  Benefice,  1. 

1.  A  security  whereby  the  borrower 
engages  to  repay  the  loan  in  one 
month  after  his  arrival  in  England 
does  not  carry  interest.  Page  v. 
Nerman,  305  -,  and  see       307  (a) 

MONEY  PAID. 
5ef  Affidavit,  I. 


MORTGAGE. 
I.  Interest  of  mortgagee  in  fixtures. 

1 .  By  a  mortgage  of  a  mill,  the  stones^ 
tackling  and  implements  necessary 
for  the  working  of  the  mill,  pass  to 
the  mortgagee.  Place  v.  Fagg,  277 

II.  Interest  of  mortgagee  in  rents 
reserved  by  mortgagor. 

2.  A  mortgagee,  after  notice  to  a  te- 
nant holding  under  a  demise  made 
by  the  mortgagor  subsequently  to  the 
mortgage,  is  entitled  to  rent  due  at 
the  time  of  the  notice  as  well  as  that 
accruing  due  afterwards.  Pope  v. 
Biggs.  193 

3.  An  agent  having  received  such 
rents  for  the  mortgagor  after  his 
bankruptcy,  is  entitled  to  hold 
them  for  the  benefit  of  the  mort- 
gagee, against  the  assignees  of  the 
mortgagor.  ibid. 
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III.  Btf  what  xoords  devUetL 

4.  Lands  of  which  A.  is  mortgagee  in 
fee  will  not  pass  under  a  general 
devise  of  all  A.'$  lands,  if  the  devise 
be  subjected  to  uses  which  A,  was 
not  entitled  to  declare  in  respect  of 
the  mortgaged  lands.  GaUien  v. 
Mom.  Page  268 

5.  A  bequest  by  A»  to  B.,  his  execu 
tors,  administrators  and  assigns,  of 
A'%  stock  in  trade,  ready  money, 
and  securities  for  money,  debts,  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects,  will  not 
carry  A,*s  legal  estate  in  a  mortgage 
in  fee,  although  a  trust  be  declared 
that  B.,  his  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  shall  invest 
the  produce  thereof,  and  of  A's 
real  estates,  (devised  to  B.  by  a  se- 
parate clause,  which  does  not  affect 
the  mortgaged  property,)  in  the 
purchase  of  land  to  be  conveyed  to 
certain  uses  in  strict  settlement,  ibid, 

NEGLIGENCE. 

See  Action  on  the  Casb. — Master 
AND  Servant,  I. — Sewers,  2. 

NEW  ASSIGNMENT. 
See  Costs,  3. 

NEWSPAPER. 

See  Libel,  8. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

See  Costs,  6. — Misdirection. 

NON  OBSTANTE  VEREDICTO. 
See  Pleading,  1 . 

NON  RESIDENCE. 
See  Corporation,  I . 

NONSUIT. 

See  MrsDiRECTioN. 

NOTE. 

See  Bill  and  Note. 


OFFICER. 

NOTICE. 
I.  OfAdian. 

1 .  The  owner  of  property,  arresting  a 
person  in  the  bond  fide  belief  that 
he  was  acting  in  porsuance  of  7  & 
8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  38,  is  entitled 
to  the  notice  of  action  required  hy 
8.  41  of  that  sUtute.  Beecki^  t. 
Sides.  Page  634 

2.  A  month's  notice  of  action  against 
justices  is  served  on  the  15th  May 
—process  issued  15tb  June.  Whe- 
ther issued  too  soon,  quatre.  GwM 
V.  HoU.  301,0. 

II.  Of  dishonour. 
See  Bills  and  Note,  IV. 

III.  Of  intention  to  remaoe  adfoming 

house. 

See  Action  on  the  Case,  3- 

NUISANCE. 

Sec  Action  on  the  Case,  1,  2.— 
Sewers,  2. 

OBLIGATION. 

See  County  Trbasubeb,  I.— 

Interest,  7,  9. 

OCCUPIER. 
See  Hundred,  2,— Rate,  1, 2. 

OFFICE. 

1.  What  shall  be  an  office  of  profit 
under  3  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  <5. 

OFFICER. 

I.  Corrupt  appointment. 

I.  Where  after  the  recital  of  the  ap- 
pointment of  ^.  to  be  d^uty  to  B. 
in  the  execution  of  an  omoe  within 
the  purview  of  5  and  C  Edw.  6> 
c  16,  or  49  Geo.  3,  c.  26,  A.  pay- 
ing thereout  to  B.  an  «nuual  sain, 
the  condition  of  the  bond  in  saitis 
stated  to  be  for  the  payment  by  A. 
to  B.  of  sBch  antraal  sum  generally, 
it  is  a  good  pka  hi  bar  to  say  that 
the  bond  was  givea  in  pursosnoe 


PAUPER. 

of  an  agreement  to  pay  such  sum 
absolutely  and  at  all  events.  Gre- 
liile  V,  /Itkins.  Page  372 

2.  Semble,  that  the  condition  taken 
per  se  shews  the  bond  to  be  given 
upon  an  illegal  contract.  iM, 

ORDER. 

I.  Ofmiiprius. 
See  Witness,  7. 

II.  OfremacaL 
See  Appeal,  1  • 

PARISH  CH^ST. 
See  Evidence,  7, 

PARTNERS. 

j^nd  see  Attorney,  1 . 

I.  Authority  of  partner  over  the  part* 
nerskip  property, 

1.  ^.,  the  partner  of  B,,  is  also  in 
partnership  with  C,  A,  being  in- 
debted to  the  firm  of  A,  and  6. 
indorses  to  A.  and  B,  a  bill  be- 
longing to  the  firm  of  A,  and  C.,Jk 
and  immediately  afterwards  in- 
dorses it  in  the  names  of  A,  and  B. 
to  D.,  a  creditor  of  A.  and  B.,  who 
receives  the  amount  at  maturity, 
A.  and  C.  afterwards  become  bank- 
rupts, their  assignees  cannot  main- 
tain trover  against  B,  Jones  ▼. 
Yates.  613 

2.  Nor  can  such  assignees  maintain 
an  action  against  B.  for  money 
taken  by  A,  from  the  funds  of  A, 
and  C,  and  applied  to  the  use  of 
A.  and  B.  ibid. 

II.  Lialniities  of  partners. 

See  Joint  Stock  Company,  1 . 

3*  In  assumpsit  by  A*  against  B,  and 
C,  2>.  is  a  competent  witness  to 

Srove  a  joint  contract  by  B,^  C.  and 
).,  although  the  liability  of  D.  on 
Ihe  oootract  appear  aUundh,  Hail 
T.  Curzon,  565 

4.  As  to  liability  of  partners  to  in- 
terest, see  179(a) 
PAUPER. 
Sec  Rate. — Settlimbnt. 


PLEADING.        776 

PENAL  ACTION. 

iSfe  Turnpike  Roads,  I. 

PENALTY. 

See  County  Tbeasurer,  1 . — Infor- 
mation^ 1. 

PER  QUM  SERVICIA. 

L  Where  it  hes. 

1 .  To  compel  tenant  to  attorn  to  a 
grant  of  the  seigniory.  196,  n.  197>  n. 

PLEADING. 

I.  Plea. 

1.  A  plea  stating  that  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant's  other  creditors 
agreed  to  accept  a  composition  and 
rdease  their  debts,  that  several  cre- 
ditors, relying  upon  the  agreement, 
excuted  a  release,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff afterwards  obtained  and  accept- 
ed the  bond  in  suit  for  the  residue  of 
the  plaintiff*s  debt  by  fraud  and 
covin,  without  the  knowledge  or 
oonseot  and  in  fraud  of  the  other 
creditors,  is  tantaosount  to  an  alle- 
gation, not  of  fraud  and  covin  ge- 
nerally, but  of  fraud  and  covin  ef- 
fected by  the  particular  means  de- 
•cribed  in  the  inducement}  and  as 
the  facts  stated  do  not  shew  any 
stipulation  for  the  giving  of  the 
bond  contemporaneous  with  the 
agreement  for  the  composition,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto,  after  an  issue 
upon  the  fraud  and  covin  found  in 
favour  of  the  defendant.  Tuck  r, 
Tooke.  Page  393 

,  Where  after  the  recital  of  the  ap- 
pointment of  A,  to  be  deputy  to  B, 
in  the  execution  of  an  office  within 
the  purview  of  5  and  6  Edw,  6, 
c.  16,  or  49  Geo.  3,  c.  26,  A,  pay- 
ing thereout  to  B,  an  annual  sum, 
the  condition  of  the  bond  in  suit  is 
stated  to  be  for  the  payment  by  A. 
to  B,  of  such  annual  sum  generally, 
it  is  a  good  plea  in  bar  to  say  that 
the  bond  was  given  in  pursuance 
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of  an  agree meDt  to  pay  sQcb  sum 
absolutely  and  at  all  events.  Ore- 
ville  V.  Atkins,  Page  32*2 

3.  A  plea  of  way  by  prescription  over 
A.  to  B.  is  not  disproved  by  shew- 
ing that  forty-eight  years  ago  B, 
was  part  of  a  common^  inclosed 
under  an  act  of  parliament  and  al- 
lotted to  the  party  under  whom  the 
defendant  justifies.  Codling  '▼. 
Johnson,  671 

4.  A  demise  from  year  to  year,  ge- 
nerally, by  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year,  is,  in  legal  eflfect,  a  demise 
from  year  to  year  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  such  tenant's  term,  and 
may  be  properly  pleaded  as  such. 
Pike  V.  Eyre.  661 

II.  New  assignment, 

5.  Issue  on  justification ;  and  a  new 
assignment,  on  which  judgment  is 
suflFered  by  default.  Upon  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  on  the  issue, 
he  is  entitled  to  the  whole  costs 
of  the  trial,  provided  no  other  plea 
covering  the  trespasses  newly  as- 
signed be  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
Cross  V.  Johnson.  290 

6.  Where  the  general  issue  is  on  the 
record,  and  the  defendant  means  to 
suffer  judgment  by  default  on  a 
new  assignment,  so  much  of  the 
general  issue,  as  applies  to  the  tres- 
passes newly  assigned,  should  be 
withdrawn.  ibid. 


POLL  CLERK. 

See  Manoauus  I,  and  pages  36,  66. 

POOR. 
See  Appeal. — Rate. — Settlement. 

POWER. 

I.  Execution  of. 

1.  Where  a  party,  who  has  an  estate, 
and  also  a  power,  executes  a  deed 
which  is  defective  under  the  power, 
but  which  would  be  good  at  com- 
mon law,  the  estate  will  '  pass, 
though  the  party  contemplated  only 


PRACTICE. 

an  execution  of  the  power.     I)oe 
d.  Daniel  v.  Keir.  Page  101 

2.  An  appointment  directed  to  be 
signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the 
presence  of  two  credible  witnesses 
is  not  well  executed  if  signed, 
sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence 
of  two  persons,  to  one  of  whom  an 
estate  is  appointed  therein  by  way 
of  remainder.  ibid. 

II.  Construction  of. 

3.  Where  under  a  power  lands  are 
appointed  to  A,,  to  the  use  of  B., 
the  legal  estate  remains  in  A.  Doe 
d.  Worger  v.  Haddon.  \  18 

4.  An  estate  was  settled  on  A.  for 
life,  with  power  to  charge  it  with 
an  annuity  for  ber  husband,  and 
portions  for  their  younger  children, 
and  to  grant  leases.  A-  granted 
the  estate  to  trustees  for  500  years, 
on  trust,  if  she  should  so  direct,  to 
raise  portions  by  mortgage  or  sale: 
~Held«  that  the  term,  till  called 
into  operation,  was  subservient  to 
the  leasing  power  and  was  no  an- 
swer to  an  ejectment  by  a  lessee 
holding  under  a  lease  granted  sub- 
sequently to  tie  settlement.  Doe 
d.  CourtaUs.  Thomas.  218 

PRACTICE. 
I.  Trial 

1.  Where  a  declaration  contains  a 
count  for  an  excessive  distress,  and 
a  count  in  trover,  it  is  competent 
to  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  to  aban- 
don the  special  count,  and.  denying 
the  tenancy,  to  recover  under  the 
count  in  trover,  without  giving  any 
previous  intimation  that  he  wiU 
take  that  course.     Spargo  v.  Brawn. 

638 

II.  Consequence  of  not  pratfing  a  tales, 

2.  Where  a  special  jury  cause  is  not 
tried  because  neither  party  prays  a 
tales,  the  defendant  cannot  have 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit, 
or  try  the  cause  by  proviso.  Phillips 
Y.  Dance.  584 


PRODUCTION  OF  DEEDS. 

III.  Execution. 

3.  Where  a  ca.  sa,  not  indorsed  with 
the  abode  and  addition,  of  other 
description  of  the  parties  against 
whom  it  issues,  is  received  by  the 
sheriff  without  objection,  the  Court 
will  not  set  aside  the  writ  unless  this 
non-compliance  with  the  rule  H, 
2  &  3  Geo,  4,  place  the  sheriff  in  a 
position  in  which  he  ought  not  to 
stand,  as  where  it  subjects  him  to 
the  risk  of  an  action  for  an  escape. 
Clarke  v.  Pahner,  Page  1 4 1 

IV.  Irregularity, 
And  see  Process. 

4.  A  rule  to  set  aside  proceedings  for 
irregularity  was  made  absolute  upon 

'  payment  6y  the  defendant  of  costs 
incurred  subsequently  to  an* offer  to 
pay  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  irre- 
gularity.    Beeston  v.  Beckett,    100 

PRiETEXTU. 
1 .  To  be  translated  "  by  reason  of,'* 
not  **  by  pretence  of."         333  (a) 

PRESCRIPTION. 
See  Pleading,  3 

PRINCIPAL. 

See  Agent. 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICA- 
TION. 

See  Libel,  III. 

PROBATE. 
See  Evidence,  7* 

PROCESS. 

I.  Irregularity. 

And  see  Pkactice,  IV. 

1 .  By  issuing  an  attachment  without  a 

previous  summons.       110,  113  {a) 

PRODUCTION  OF  DEEDS. 
I.  At  nin  prius. 
1 .    In  ejectment  by  the  lessee  against 
the  tenant  in  possession,  the  attorney 


RATE. 
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of  the  lessor  is  bound  to  produce  the 
lease,  it  having  been  deposited  with 
him  by  order  of  a  Court  of  Equity 
for  the  inspection  of  the  lessee. 
Doe  d.  Courtail  v.  Thomas. 

Page  218 

'    PROHIBITION. 

See  Assets. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
See  Bill  and  Note. 

PROMOTIONS. 

iS'ec301,503. 

PROSPECTUS. 

jS'cc  Joint  Stock  Company,  1 . 

PUBLIC-HOUSE. 

See  Covenant,  1. 

PURSER. 
See  Articles  of  War,  1. 

QUEM  REDDITUM  REDDIT. 

I.  To  compel  terre-tenant  to  attorn 
to  grant  of  rent.  196,  n. 

QUID  JURIS  CLAMAT. 
1.   To   compel   particular   tenant   to 
attorn  to  grant  of  reversion.  196,  n. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 

I.  Upon  incompatibility  of  offices, 

1 .  On  a  motion  for  a  quo  warranto  in- 
formation against  a  corporator,  on 
the  ground  of  the  acceptance  of  an 
incompatible  office,  the  relator  must 
shew  a  legal  appointment  to  the 
second  office.    Rex  y.  Day.       541 

RATE. 

I.  What  property  ratable  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor, 

1.  An  act  of  parliament  aiithorised 
certain  persons  to  make  and  main- 
tain the  river  Avon  navigable,  to 
scour  the  river,  to  make  new  cuts 
through  lands  adjoining,  and  to 
build  locks,  first  making  satisfac- 
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iion  to  Uie  owners  of  kuids.  The 
act  then  appointed  oommissioners 
for  settling  and  appointing  such 
satisfaction  and  then  empowered 
tbe  undertakers  to  take  certain  tolls. 
The  undertakers  made  tbe  river  na- 
vigable, and  scoured  and  cleansed 
from  time  to  time,  and  made  a  cut 
and  lock  for  tbe  purposes  of  the  na- 
vigation on  land  purchased  by  them  : 
— Held,  that  they  were  not  the  oc- 
cupiers of  tbe  river  Avon,  and  not 
ratable  in  respect  of  it  as  land 
covered  with  water ;  but  that  they 
were  ratable  in  respect  of  tbe  cut 
and  tbe  lock  made  on  their  own 
land.    Rex  v.  Avon  Company. 

Page  23 

2.  Certain  persons,  under  the  autho- 
rity of  an  act  of  parliament^  make 
navigable,  clear,  cleanse^  scour, 
open,  enlarge,  and  straighten  ariver ; 
dig  and  cut  banks;  erect  weirs, 
locks,  and  dams;  make  new  cuts 
and  trenches  through  land  adjoin- 
ing, which  they  purchase;  and 
m^e  towing  paths  over  land  partly 
purchased,  and  partly  rented  by 
them: — Held,  that  they  are  not 
ratable  as  occupiers  of  the  river,  or 
of  the  land  taken  for  the  purposes 
of  the  navigation ;  but  that  they  are 
ratable  for  the  new  cuts,  and 
trenches,  and  for  the  weirs,  locks, 
and  dams  erected  on  their  own  land. 
Rex  V.  Mersey  andlraell  Naxigation. 

84 

3.  The  objects  of  a  charitable  foun- 
dation, in  the  actual  occupation  of 
alms-houses,  living  rent-free,  and 
liable  to  be  removed  at  the  will  of 
the  patrons,  are  beneficial  occupiers, 
within  tbe  meaning  of  43  Eliz.  c.  2, 
s.  1 ,  and  liable  to  be  rated  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor.     Rex  v.  Green. 

164 

4.  An  act  of  parliament  empowered 
certain  undertakers  to  make  navi- 
gable a  river,  and  for  that  purpose 
to  scour  and  deause  tbe  river,  and 
to  dig  and  cut  the  banks.  Another 
act  recite<l  that  the  legal  estate  and 
interest  in  tbe   navigation  of  the 
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same  river,  and  in  certain  lands  and 
buildings,  was  vested  in  trustees, 
whom  it  empowered  to  sell  and 
convey  in  fee  tbe  said  lands  and 
buildings,  and  to  mortgage  in  fee 
the  said  nav'^gatiou  and  the  said 
lands  and  buildings: — Held,  that 
neither  of  these  acts  vested  the  soil 
of  the  bed  of  tbe  river  in  the  under- 
takers, and  therefore  that  they  were 
not  ratable  to  the  poor  as  the  ownen 
or  occupiers  of  the  river.  Rex  v. 
Aire  ana  Colder  Navigation, 

Page  729 

n.  Bow  cakuigied. 

5.  The  poorsVrate,  in  respect  of  the 
occupation  of  land,  should  be  as- 
sessed with  reference  to  tbe  sum  lor 
which  the  land  would  let,  not  upon 
the  net  produce  to  the  occupier. 
Rex  V.  The  Trustees  of  the  late  Duke 
of  Bridgewater.  1 43 

6.  The  possessors  of  canal  property, 
consisting  of  the  canal,  towing- 
path,  and  warehouses  and  offices 
adjacent,  are  to  be  assessed  upon 
the  same  principle  as  the  occupiers 
of  land.  Und. 

7.  A  poors*-ntte  imposed  in  respect  of 
two- thirds  of  the  net  rent  of  farms, 
lands  and  tithes,  and  of  one  half  of 
tbe  net  rent  of  bouses  and  other 
buildings,  collieries,  and  coal-mines, 
is  not  necessarily  unequal.  Rob  v. 
Tomhnson.  169 

8.  Tbe  lessee  and  occupier  of  a  coal- 
mine is  ratable  for  the  full  annual 
value  of  the  mine,  though  increased 
by  improvements  made  at  his  own 
expense.     Rex  v.  Lord  GranvUie. 

171 

II.  In  what  parish, 

9.  The  tolls  payable  for  passing  through 
locks  belonging  to  a  canal  com- 
pany, are  ratable  to  tbe  poor  wliolly 
in  the  parish  in  which  the  locks  are 
situate.     Rex  v.  Lower  MUton,  711 

IV.  Appeal. 
See  AfPEAL. 


BENT. 

RECITAL. 

I.  Efftct  of. 
See  Covenant,  2. 

RECTORS. 
See  Annuity. 

RE-ENTRY. 

See  fijECTMENT,  4. 

RELATOR. 
See  Quo  Warranto,  4. 

RELEASE. 

I.  What  shall  amount  to  a  release. 

See  Bankrupt,  3,  4.  — Insolvent 
Debtor,  2. 

1 .  The  maker  of  a  promissory  note  is 
discharged  by  becoming  the  exe- 
cutor of  the  holder.  Freakley  v. 
Fox.  Pog^  18 

RELIEF. 
iSce  Settlbment,  10^  11. 

REMAINDER. 

See  Action  on  the  Case,  1. — 
Power,  1.— Reversioner. 

REMOVAL. 

I.  Of  causes. 

See  Inferior  Court,  1. 

II.  Of  paupers. 

See  Appeal.— Settlement. 

RENT. 
See  Rate,  3,  7.— Settlement,  II. 

I.  Acceptance  of. 
See  Covenant,  5. 

II.  Grant  4f  rent. 
SeeQvEM  redditum  reddit,  1. 

111.  Interest  <f  mortgagee  in  rent  re- 
ceived by  mortgagor. 
See  Mortgage,  II. 


REVERSION.        779 

REPAIRS. 
See  Action,  2.— Sewers,  2. 

REPRESEN'rATiON. 

5cc  Action,  5.— Stamp,  I. 

REQUEST. 
See  Affidavit,  1 . 

RESCUE. 
See  Insura^nce,  !• 

RESIANCY. 
See  Corporation,  1. 

RESTITUTION  OF  POSSESSION. 

I.  Jurisdiction  tf  Court  in  awarding. 

1.  Court  has  discretionary  power  upon 
an  indictment  found  to  award  or  re- 
fuse restitntjon  before  trial.  47  J  {b) 

2.  Bound  to  award  restitutioii  upon 
conviction.  Page  471 

RESULTING  USE. 
See  Use,  IIL 

RETURN. 
See  FiRBi  Faglas,!. — Mandamus,  I. 

REVERSION. 

I.  Banedks  of  reoerioner. 

1.  Declaration  for  negligence  for  pul- 
ling down  a  house  adjoining  the 
plaintiff's  house  in  the  possession 
of  his  tenant  without  shoring  up 
the  walls  of  the  plaintifTs  house, 
whereby  it  fell,  cannot  be  supported 
without  evidence  from  which  a 
grant  of  a  right  to  the  support  of 
the  house  so  pulled  down  can  be 
inferred.  Veytan  v.  Governors  of 
St.  Thomas  s  Hospital.  625 

2.  Quare,  whether  such  a  right  ought 
not  to  have  been  stated  in  the  de- 
claration, ibid. 

3.  A  reversioner  may  recover  damages 
to  the  extent  of  200/.  against  the 
hundred  for  the    injury  resulting 
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RULE. 


SERVANT. 


from  a  felonious  burniDg,  ia  re- 
spect of  his  reversionary  interest, 
notwithstanding  a  recovery  against 
the  hundred  by  the  tenant.  PelltiL 
V.  Hundred  of  East  Wonford. 

Page  130 

4.  The  reversioner  suing  is  the  proper 
person  to  give  in  the  examination. 

ibid. 
And  see  Hundred. 

5.  The  assent  of  the  reversioner  to  a 
surrender  relates  back  to  the  time 
at  which  such  surrender  was  exe- 
cuted. ]90,n. 

6.  A  decision  to  the  contrary  that  the 
surrender  is  inoperative  without  the 
express  assent  of  the  surrenderee, 
and  that  therefore  the  surrender  can 
take  effect  only  from  the  time  of  the 
assent,  was  reversed  in  Dom,  Proc. 

190,  n. 

7.  To  gain  a  settlement  by  estate  the 
party  must  have  an  estate  in  pos- 
session; a  reversionary  interest  is 
not  sufficient.  Rex  v.  Ringstead.  67 

8.  A.  being  seised  of  two  messuages, 
devised  one  to  B.  durante  viduitate, 
and  after  her  decease  or  her  mar- 
riage, he  devises  both  messuages  to 
C.  in  fee  without  any  prior  dispo- 
sition of  the  second  messuage.  C. 
takes  no  estate  in  either  messuage 
till  after  the  death  or  marriage  of 
B.,  during  whose  widowhood  the 
second  messuage  descends  to  the 
heir.  ibid, 

REVOCATION. 

See  Arbitrament,  3,  4. 

RIVER  NAVIGATION. 
See  Rate,  1 ,  2,  4. 

ROOMS. 
See  Covenant,  4. 

RULE. 

See  Practice. — Criminal  Informa- 
tion. 


SEARCH. 
See  Evidence,  7. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

1 .  After  a  verdict  for  the  demandant 
in  formedon,  where  the  tenant  plead- 
ed warranty  with  assets,  the  tenant 
cannot  have  a  sd,  fa.  upon  the 
judgment  in  respect  of  assets  snb- 
seouently  descended.    Page  612  (a) 

2.  After  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
upon  plene  administravit  the  plaintiff 
may  have  a  sci,  fa,  out  of  the  same 
record,  to  have  execution  of  subse- 
quently acquired  assets.  ibid, 

SCRIP. 
See  Loan,  1 . 

SCRUTINY. 
See  Mandamus. — And  see  50,  64, 65, 

SECONDARY  EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence,  VI. 

SECURITY  FOR.  COSTS. 
/S'ecCosTs,  IIL 

SEED. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  4. 

SEISIN. 
See  Feoffment,  1 . 


SELECT  VESTRY. 

I.  Regularity  of  proceedings. 

\ .  To  constitute  a  valid  assembly  of  a 
select  vestry,  appointed  under  58 
Geo.  3,  c.  45,  and  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134, 
a  majority  of  the  whole  number 
appointed  should  be  present.  Black- 
ett  Y.  Blizard.  641 

SERVANT. 

See  Libel,  1,  7. — Master  and  Ser- 
vant, 1.^— Settlement,  IV. 


SETTLEMENT. 

SESSIONS. 

See  Afpeal,  I.  II. — County  Trea- 
surer, 2. 

SETTLEMENT. 
I.  Bjf  estate. 

1.  To  gain  a  settlement  by  estate  the. 
party  must  have  an  estate  in  pos- 
session. Rex  V.  Ringstead.    Page  67 

2.  Messuage  A.  was  devised  to  M,, 
durante  viduitatCt  and,  after  her  de- 
cease or  re- marriage,  A.  and  also  mes- 
suage B,,  of  which  the  testator  made 
no  other  disposition,  were  devised  in 
fee  to  N,,  who  was  not  heir  to  the 
devisor: — Held,  that  N,  took  no 
estate  in  A,  or  B.  till  after  the  death 
or  marriage  of  M.,  during  whose 
widowhood  B,  descended  to  the  heir 
of  the  devisor,  and  that  therefore 
N,  gained  no  settlement  by  residing 
in  the  parish  where  the  messuages 
were  situate,  while  M.  continued 
alive  and  unmarried.  ibid, 

II.  By  renting  a  tenement. 

3.  Under  6  Geo,  4,  c.  57,  a  pauper 
renting  a  dwelling-house  for  a  year, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  1 0/.  and  re- 
siding in  it  forty  days,  but  under- 
letting part  of  it,  is  the  "  occupier," 
and  thereby  acquires  a  settlement : 
per  Littledale  and  Parkct  JJ.;  dis- 
sentiente,  Bay  ley,  J.  Rex  v.  Inha^ 
bitants  of  Ditcheat,  151 

4.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  establishing 
a  settlement  under  59  Geo,  S,  c.  50, 
to  prove  that  the  tenement  is  of  the 
actual  value  of  10/.  a  year:  it  is 
sufficient  if  it  be  proved  to  have  been 
bond  fide  hired  at  that  sum.  Rex  v. 
Ashfield'Cum-Thorpe.  709 

III.  By  apprenticeship, 

I.  An  undertaking  by  the  mother  of 
an  apprentice,  without  the  know- 
ledge of  her  husband,  to  pay  the 
master  a  sum  of  money  beyond  the 
premium  inserted  in  the  indenture 
and  paid  by  the  husband  at  the  time 
of  its  execution  (the  stamps  on  the 
indenture  being  sufficient  for  both 
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sums,)  does  not  make  the  inden- 
ture void,  under  8  Anne,  c,  9,  s.  39 : 
the  undertaking  being  void ;  and  no 
fraud  being  practised  on  the  revenue. 
Rex  v.  Bourton  upon  Dunsmore. 

Page  631 

IV.  By  hiring  and  service. 

6.  An  adult  contracts  to  serve  a  plumb- 
er as  an  articled  servant  for  four 
years ;  to  learn  his  trade  at  weekly 
wages ;  to  be  considered  as  an  out- 
apprentice  i  to  do  gardening  or  any 
other  work  his  master  may  set  him 
about;  and  when  ill,  not  to  receive 
wages ;  the  master  agreeing  to  teach 
him  his  trade.  This  is  not  a  contract 
of  hiring  and  service,  but  an  imper- 
fect contract  of  apprenticeship,  ser- 
vice under  which  does  not  confer  a 
settlement.     Rex  v.  Tipton.       703 

7.  A  pauper  was  "  hired  for  a  year 
at  4s,  6d,  a  week,  to  work  from  six 
in  the  morning  till  seven  in  the 
evening,  and  to  make  as  much  over- 
work as  he  chose:** — Held,  an  ex- 
ceptive hiring,  service  under  which 
conferred  no  settlement.  Rex  v. 
Birmingham.  691 

8.  A  local-militia-man  hired  himself 
to  serve  for  a  year,  without  disclos- 
ing to  his  master  the  fact  that  he 
was  in  the  militia  :~Held,  that  this 
was  not  a  lawful  hiring  within  3 
fV,  Sr  M.  c.  W,  s.  7,  the  servant 
not  being  sui  juris,  or  capable  of  so 
hiring  himself,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  48  Geo.  3,  c.  Ill,  ss. 
15  and  24,  (the  local  militia  act  in 
force  at  the  time.)  Rex  v.  Taunton 
St,  James.  695 

9.  A.  pauper  hired  herself  under  a 
written  agreement  to  work  in  a  fac- 
tory for  four  years,  at  weekly  wages, 
and  **  to  observe  all  the  rules  with 
regard  to  the  hours  of  attendance 
and  of  work."  The  rules  were  not 
reduced  into  writing,  and  were  oc- 
casionally varied  by  the  master,  but 
the  pauper  was  told  that  she  must 
work  twelve  hours  a  day: — Held, 
first,  that  this  was  not  an  exceptive 
hiring,  and  that  due  service  under  it 
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oonfnted  4  settlement ;  and  second- 
ly^  that  the  parol  oooimisnicatioD 
made  to  the  pauper  was  not  admis- 
sible ef  idence  to  explain  the  writ- 
ten agreemeol;  Roe  ?.  Si.  Jokn^ 
Dcviies.  Page  680 

V.  By  acknadUdginent. 

10.  Relief  given  by  one  parish  to  a 
paaper  residing  in  another^  is/irtmtf 

Jade  evidence  of  bis  being  settled 
in  the  relieriiig  parish.  Rtsv.Yar^ 
welL  684 

11.  Bur  tbougb  the'Coinrt  of  Quarter 
Sessions  may  properly  act  upon  such 
eridenoe  they  are  not  bound  to  do 
so.  iUd. 


SEWERS. 
I.  Districtf  haw  rated, 

1.  Where  a  distrtct,  within  one  com- 
mission of  sewers,  is  divided  into 
separate  levels,  each  drained  by  a 
separate  tine  of  sewers^  and  deriving 
no  benefit  from  the  sewers  in  the 
others,  each  level  must  be  separately 
rated.  Rex  v.  The  Comrmwmtn  if 
Sewers  of  Tower  Hamleii.  365 

II.  Duty  of  commissioners. 

2.  Upon  repairing  sewers  the  com* 
missioners  and  their  agents  are 
bound  to  take  all  proper  precaution 
for  the  security  of  adjoining  houses. 

629 

And  see  Action  on  thb  C^e,  1 . 

SHERIFF. 
I.  Rights  of  Sher^. 

1.  Upon  the  execution  of  9^fi.fa,  is- 
sued by  A.  against  B.,  A,  asserts 
that  certain  goods  are  the  property 
of  B.  The  assertion  is  made  bond 
fide;  and  the  sheriff  believing  it, 
seizes  the  goods,  and  issued  in  tres- 

f»ass  by  C,  the  real  owner.  A.  is 
iable  to  the  sheriff  for  the  damages 
and  costs  in  Cs  action.  Pratt  v. 
Humphreys,  538  {b) 


STAMP. 

2.  Where  a  co.  sa.^  not  indorsed  with 
the  abode  and  addition,  or  other 
description  of  the  parties  against 
whom  it  issues,  is  received  by  the 
sheriff  without  objection,  the  Cooit 
will  not  set  aside  the  writ,  unless 
this  non-compliance  with  the  rule 
H,  2hZ  Geo.  A  nlace  the  dieriff 
in  a  position  in  vriiich  fae  ougkt  not 
to  stand,  as  Where.it  sul^ceta  him 
to  the  risk  of  an  actioD  for  on  es- 
cape;   Clarke  ▼•  Palmer.  Page  141 

II.  Liabilities  of  Sherif: 

3.  Remedy  against  sheriff  for  an  es4 
cape.  142  {a) 

SHIP. 

See  AaTicLES  of  Wab. — lNsu&4ifCB. 

SHORING  UP  HOUSES. 

See  Action  on  the  Case,  1. — 
Sewers,  2. 

SLANDER. 

1.  As  to  the  distiactton  bttwtoi  writ- 
ten and  oral  shmder,  see  ISO 

SMELTING  MILL. 
See  CoYBNANTi  2,  3. 

SPECIAL  JURY. 
See  Practice,  II. 

STAMP. 

I.  On  agreements. 

Fide  suprdf  2. 

1 .  A  note  in  these  words,  ''  Bought 
for  Mr.  T.  fifty  Condaental  Gas 
shares,  2h  premium  (8/.  already  paid) 
500/.,  commission  61.  5s.,"  uom  a 
broker  to  his  principal,  is  not  a  con* 
tract,  or  evidence  of  a  contract,  but 
it  is  admissible  to  shew  a  rq)resen- 
tation  made  by  the  broker  to  the 
principal^  without  any  stamp.  Tom- 
Inns  V.  Sacory.  538 


STATUTES. 

IL  On  bills  and  notes, 
2.  On  the  day  before  an  acceptance 
becomes  due,  tbe  name  of  tbe  ac- 
ceptor is  erased,  and  a  new  contract 
between  tbe  acceptor  and  the  draw- 
er, who  is  also  tbe  bolder,  is  in- 
dorsed on  tbe  bill,  but  is  not  stamped. 
Tbe  jury  cannot  look  at  tbe  indorse- 
ment for  tbe  purpose  of  ascertaining 
wbetber  tbe  acceptance  was  struck 
out  witb  tbe  drawer's  assent.  Sroeet^ 
ing  V.  Halse.  Page  287 

III.  On  indentures. 
See  Apprentice,  1. 

IV.  On  mortgages, 

3.  A  bond  and  a  mortgage  executed 
on  tbe  same  day,  for  securing  tbe 
same  sum  <t^  money,  but  bearing 
different  dates,  require  an  ad  valorem 
stamp  on  eacb  instrument.  Wood 
y,  Norton,  673 

STATUTES. 

I.  Distinction  between  clauses  directory^ 
and  clauses  obligatory  and  essential. 

See  page  63. 

II.  Particular  statutes  cited  or  com- 

mented upon. 

Henry  6. 

8.  c.  9.     Forcible  Entry.  471 

Henry  8. 

21.  c.  4.     Executors.  190 

27.  c.  10.     Uses.      74(a),  118,  191 

Edxvard  6. 
5  &  6.  c.  16.    Public  Office.        372 

Philip  4-  Mary. 

1  ar2.  c.  13.     Felony.  437(6) 

2  &  3.  c.  10.     Felony.  ibid, 

James  1. 

4.  c.  3.  s.  2.     Costs.  405 

21.  c.  15.     Forcible  Entry.  471 

—   c.  16.     Limitation.  447  (o) 


STORES. 
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29.  c.  3.  s.  4.     Frauds  aud  Perjuries. 
Page  380,  455 

s.  17.    Frauds  and  rerjuries. 

455 
William  Sp  Mary. 

3.  c.  U.S.  7.    Settlement.  695 

Anne, 

5.  c.  14.     Game.  5 

8.  c.  9.  s.  39.     Apprentice.  631 

George  2. 

12.  C.29.  County  Treasurer.  230,248 
22.  c.  .33.  s.  36.  Articles  of  War.  449 
24.  c.  44.  s.  1.  Justices.  295,  301 
25.C.  6.  8.  1.     Wills.  107 

George  3. 
78.  s.  1.     Newspapers.        311 
109.     Inclosure.  742,  743 

47.88,9,16.     Militia.       230 
1 1 1.  ss.  15, 24.    Local  Militia. 
695 
26.     Public  Office.  372 

102.  Insolvent  Debtor.  551 
99.  Ecclesiastical  Property.  249 
45.     Select  Vestry.  641 

50.     Settlement.  709 

134.     Select  Vestry. .  641 


38.  c. 
41.  c. 
43.  c. 

48.  c. 

49.  c. 
53.  c. 

57.  c. 

58.  c. 

59.  c. 
—  c. 


Charles  2. 
13  &  14.  c.  12.    Settlement. 
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George  4. 

3.  c.  126.  s.  65.  Turnpike  Road.    175 
6.  c.  16.  s.  2.   Bankruptcy.   486,488 

8.54,55.    Bankruptcy.   559 

8.57.     Bankruptcy.         Ill 

s.  133.     Bankruptcy.      393 

7  &  8.  c.  30.  ss.  20,  30.     Malicious 
Trespass.  43 1 

STOCK. 

I.  Bequest  of. 
].  Altbougb  stock  be  specifically  be- 
queatbed,  the  executor  may  compel 
tbe  Bank  to  permit  bim  to  transfer 
it,  unless  it  appear  tbat  be  bas  as- 
sented to  tbe  bequest.  Franklin  v. 
The  Bank  of  England.  1 1 

1 1.  Reinvestment  of. 
See  Insolvknt  Debtor,  1,  2. 

STORES, 

See  Articles  op  War,  1. 


784  TALES. 

SUBMISSION. 
See  Arbitrament,  3. 

SUMMONS. 

See  Errob^  I. — Malicious  Trbs- 
PASSj  2. — Mandamus,  1. 

SURETY. 
See  Annuity,  3. 

SURRENDER. 

I.  Requisites  of,  in  reipect  ofsurren^ 
deror. 

1 .  CancellatioD  (of  a  lease)  is  not  a 
surrender  by  operation  of  law.  Doe 
V.Thomas.  Page  2\8 

2.  A  lease  found  in  a  cancelled  state 
in  the  possession  of  the  lessor  is  not 
evidence  that  such  lease  has  been 
surrendered  either  by  deed,  or  by 
note  in  writing.  ibid, 

II.  Assent  of  surrenderee. 

3.  Where  particular  tenant  surrenders 
to  him  in  reversion  or  remainder, 
and  the  reversioner  or  remainder- 
man afterwards  assents  to  the  sur- 
render, such  assent  shall  relate  back 
to  the  period  of  the  surrender. 

190,  n. 

4.  A  decision  to  the  contrary,  viz.  that 
the  surrender  is  inoperative  without 
the  express  assent  of  the  surrenderee, 
and  that  therefore  the  surrender 
shall  take  effect  only  from  the  time 
of  the  assent,  was  reversed  in  Dom. 
Vroc.  190,  n. 

SURVEYOR. 

See  Agent,  2. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 
6Vc  Attorney,  1. 

TALES. 

I.  Consequence  of  not  praying. 
See  Costs. — Practice,  2. 


TOWN  CLERK. 

TERM. 

See  Benefice,  1. — Pleading,  4. — 
Power,  4. 

TIME. 

I.  Computation  of 

See  Hundred,  2. .» Justices,  3,  4. 

TITHES. 
I.  Composition, 

1 .  Composition  for  tithes,  how  deter- 
mined. Page  337  {b) 

II.  Compensation  for  loss  of 

2.  Under  a  clause  in  an  act  giving 
compensation  for  the  value  of  lands, 
tenements  and  hereditaments,  or 
for  damage  done  thereto,  the  tithe 
owner  is  not  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion for  the  injury  done  to  him  by 
the  conversion  of  titbable  land  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  the  navigation, 
and  covered  with  water.  Rex  v. 
The  Commissioners  of  the  Nene  Out- 

faU,  ^\^ 

TITLE. 

See  Forcible  Entry,  2. — Landlord 
AND  Tenant,  2. 

TOLL. 

I.  Consideration  of, 

1 .  Toll-thorough  cannot  be  supported 
without  showing   a  consideration. 

31.  n. 

2.  Scciis,  of  toll -traverse.  ibid, 

TOLLS. 
See  Rate,  1,  2,  4,9. 

TORT. 
See  Action  on  the  Case.— Tres- 
pass. 

TOTAL  LOSS. 

See  Insurance,  1,  2. 

TOWN  CLERK. 
Sec  Corporation,  3. 


TRIAL  BY  PROVISO. 


TURNPIKE  ROADS.  785 


TRADING. 
See  Bankrupt,  2. 

TRANSFER  OF  STOCK. 
See  Bank  of  England^  1. 

TREASURER. 

See  County  Treasurer,  1. — Turn- 
pike Roads,  1. 

TREES. 

I.  SaUof. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  I . 

II.  Malicious  destruction  of. 
See  Malicious  Trespass,  1 . 

TRESPASS. 
I.  Against  whom  maintainable. 
See  Master  and  Servant,  ] . 

11.  Pleadmgsin, 
See  Trial,  1 . 

TRIAL. 
I.  Course  of  proceeding  at. 

\ .  Where  in  trespass  the  defendant  jus- 
ti6es  under  a  right  of  way,  without 
pleading  not  guilty,  and  the  plain- 
tiff traverses  the  justification,  and  (a) 
new  assigns,  and  the  defendant  suf- 
fers judgment  by  default  on  the 
new  assignment,  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  begin,  notwithstanding 
the  plaintiff  has  to  prove  his  da- 
mages on  the  new  assignment.  Rees 
V.  Rogers.  Page  294,  n. 

2.  Where  a  special  jury  cause  is  not 
tried  because  neither  party  prays  a 
tales,  the  defendant  cannot  have 
judgment  aS  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  or 
try  the  cause  by  proviso.  PhiUips  v. 
Dance.  584 

TRIAL  BY  PROVISO. 
See  Trial,  2. 

(a)  Tlie  words  in  italics  are  omitted  by 
mistake  in  the  report.. 
VOL.  IV, 


TROVER. 

See  Practice,  L 

1.  Conversion. 

1 .  A  trader,  in  contemplation  of  bank- 
ruptcy, delivered  bills  of  exchange 
to  a  creditor,  who  received  the  mo« 
ney  due  upon  them  after  the  bank* 
ruptcy.  The  assignee  brought  tro- 
ver for  the  bills : — Held,  ihat  the 
receipt  of  the  money  by  the  creditor 
was  not  a  conversion,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  without 
proving  a  demand  and  refusal  be- 
fore the  bills  became  due.  Janes  v. 
Fort.  Page  547 

TRUSTEE. 
And  see  Trusts,  2. 

I.  IFhen  liable  to  a  common  law  action* 
See  Account,  1. 

II.  JVhen  liable  to  a  penal  action. 
AS'ee  Turnpike  Roads. 


TRUSTS. 

1 .  Where  equivalent  to  **  duties." 

245,  247 

2.  A  trust  estate  may  be  waived  by 
parol.  19]y  D. 

TURNPIKE  ROADS. 

I.  Trustees  holding  places  of  profit. 

1 .  By  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  65,  no  trustee 
of  a  turnpike  road  shall  enjoy  any 
office  or  place  of  profit  under  any 
act  of  parliament  in  execution  of 
which  he  shall  have  been  appointed, 
or  shall  act;  and  if  any  such  trustee 
shall,  without  having  first  resigned 
such  office,  hold  any  such  office^  he 
shall  forfeit  100/.  A  trustee  who 
holds  the  office  of  treasurer,  which 
may  be  made  an  office  of  profit,  is 
within  the  penal  provisions  of  this 
statute  though  he  make  no  profit  of 
the  office  in  his  own  person.  Delano 
v.HUlcoat.  175 

I  3£ 
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VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 


UMPIRE. 
See  Arbitrament,  I . 

USAGE. 
See  Corporation,  I,  2. 

USE. 

T.  JFAen  transferred  into  possession, 

]  •  Where,  under  a  power,  lands  are 
appointed  to  ^.  to  the  use  of  B., 
tbe  legal  estate  remains  in  A.  Doe 
d.  fVorgcr  v.  Haddon.       Page  1 1 8 

II.  HwD  waived* 

2.  Before  the  statute  of  uses  an  use 
might  have  been  waived  by  parol 
by  cestui  que  use.  1 9 1 ,  n. 

III.  Resulting  use, 

3.  Upon  the  conveyance  of  a  party 
seised  in  fee,  he  cannot  take  a  par- 
ticular estate  of  freehold  by  way  of 
resulting  use  by  implication,  74  {a) 

VALUE. 
ee  Rate,  5,6, 7,8. — Settlement,  4. 

.    VARIANCE. 
I.  In  matter  of  description. 
See  Vendor  and  Purcbasrr,  I. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

I.  Contract  J  when  complete. 

1.  A.,  by  parol,  sold  to  B.  the  timber 
of  certain  growing  trees  at  a  price 
exceeding  10/.;  B,  gave  directions 
for  cutting  the  trees,  and  offered  ft> 
sell  the  butts  to  C. ;  A.,  by  letter, 
required  B.  to  pay  for  the  timber ; 
£.,  by  letter,  answered  that  he  had 
bought  the  timber,  but  that  it  was 
conditioned  to  be  sound,  and  was 
not  so.  In  assumpsit  for  the  price 
,  of  the  timber: — Meld,  first,  that 
this  was  not  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  lands,  or  any  interest  in  land, 
within  tlie  fourth  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  (29  Car.  2,  c.  3)  ; 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  binding 


contract  for  tbe  sale  of  goods  within 
the  seventeenth  section ;  thirdly,  that 
the  letters  did  not  constitute  a  note 
in  writing  of  the  contract,  because 
they  varied  in  their  description  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract;  and, 
fourthly,  that  there  was  do  part- 
acceptance  or  actual  receipt  of  the 
goods  by  the  buyer.  SmiiA  v.  Sur- 
man.  Page  455 

II.  Entirety  of  contract. 

2.  The  seller  of  250  bushels  of  wheat, 
to  be  delivered  within  a  certain 
time,  delivering  130  bushels  only, 
which  the  purchaser  accepts  and 
retains  after  the  expiration  of  the 
stipulated  time  of  delivery,  may  re- 
cover the  price  of  the  part  delivered. 
Oxendaie  v.  WethereU.  429 

3.  Upon  an  entire  contract  *'  to  repair 
a  damaged  chandelier  and  make  it 
complete  for  10/.,"  no  action  lies 
for  the  value  of  a  partial  repair, 
though  beneficial  to  the  defendant, 
and  consisting  partly  in  a  supply  of 
goods,  such  goods  not  having  been 
demanded  back.  Sinclair  v.  Bowles.  1 

III.  Delivery. 
Fide  siiprd,  pi.  1,  2. 

IV.  Warranty. 

4.  A.  sold  to  B.  saintfoin  seed,  war- 
ranted to  be  *■  good  new  growing 
seed.*'  Soon  after  delivery,  B.  was 
told  (hat  the  seed  Was  not  good 
new  growing  seed,  but  be  never- 
theless sowed  part,  and  sold  tbe 
rest,  without  giving  any  notice  of 
the  defect  to  A.: — A.  cannot  reco- 
ver the  price  if  the  seed  did  not 
correspond  with  the  warrsnty. 
Poulton  V.  Lattimore,  208 

V.  Concealment. 

5.  The  purchaser  of  an  eftste  cannot 
recover  back  his  purchase-money 
on  the  ground  of  a  concealment  of 
a  defect  in  the  title  by  tbe  vemior, 
without  proving  that  such  conceal- 


WAREHOUSES. 

ment  was  fraudulent.  Earfy  v.  Gar- 
rett. Page  687 
6»  And  tbe  question  of  fraud  is  pro- 
perly one  for  tbe  jury.  tlnd, 

VI.  What  buying  and  selling  shall  eon* 
stitute  the  party  a  trader. 

See  Bakksupt,  2. 

VII.  Devise  in  trust  for  sale. 
See  Account,  1 . 

VENIRE  DE  NOVO. 

I.  When  issuable. 

1.  Not  awarded  where  judgment  is 
reversed  for  tbe  insuflSciency  of  tbe 
wbole  declaration.  1 28  (a) 

VERDICT. 
See  Jury.— -MiSDiRBCTioK. 

VESTRY. 
Sfe  Select  Vestry. 

VISITOR. 

1.  Nature  of  visitatorial  power,  vide 
620. 

WAGES. 

5ee  Justices,  1.— Settlement^  6. 

WAIVER. 

I.  Of  an  estate. 

See  Disclaimer. 

II.  Of  an  use. 
See  Use,  2. 

WALLS. 

See  Action  on  the  Case,  I. — Cri- 
minal Information,  1. 

WARDMOTE. 

See  Mandamus,  and  see  page  37,  50, 
56,  64. 

WAREHOUSES. 
See  Rate,  5. 


WILL. 
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WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY. 
See  Annuity,  3. 

WARRANT,  JUDGE'S. 

See  AnnHBTf  1. 

WARRANTY. 

I.  Real. 
See  FoRHEDON,  I. 

II.  Personal. 
See  Vendor  ANO  Furcha8BR,  TV. 

WASTES. 
See  Copyhold,  1. 

WAY. 

I.  Private. 

1 .  A  plea  of  a  way  by  prescriptioD,  over 
A.  to  B.  18  not  ditproved  by  shew- 
ing that,  forty-eight  years  ago,  B. 
was  part  of  a  common,  inclosed 
under  an  act  oi  parliament,  and 
allotted  to  the  party  mider  whom 
the  defendant  justifies.  Codling  v. 
Johnson.  Page  671 

WEAVER. 
See  Justices^  I. 

WEIRS. 
See  Rate,  2. 

WIDOW. 
See  Settlement,  I, 

WIFE. 
See  Baron  and  Feme. 

WILL. 

I.  Of  lands. 

See  Devise. 

.  The  provisions  of  25  Geo.  2,  c.  6, 
s.  1 ,  rendering  a  bequest  to  an  at- 
testing witness  void,  but  upholding 
the  will,  is  confined  to  wills  and  co- 
dicils affecting^the  realty.  107 
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WITNESS. 
I.  Competency  ofduseuee, 

1 .  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
a  forcible  entry  or  detainer  under 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  or  21  Jac.  1,  c.  15, 
the  party  dispossessed  is  not  a  com- 
petent witness  for  the  prosecation. 
Rex  V.  WUliam.  Page  471 

2.  But  it  is  not  competent  to  the  de- 
fendant to  impeach  the  title  of  the 
party  dispossessed.  ibid, 

3.  Where  such  an  indictment  is 
brought  before  the  Court  of  K.  B. 
by  certiorari,  that  Court  is  bound, 
upon  conviction,  to  award  restitu- 
tion. Und, 

H 

IL  Competency  rfjoini  contractor. 

4.  In  assumpsit  by  A,  against  fi.  and 
C.>  D,  is  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  a  joint  contract  by  B.,  C.  and 
D.y  although  the  liability  of  /).  on 
the  contract  appear  aliunde.  Hall 
V.  Curzon.  565 


WRIT. 

III.  Competency  of  devisee, 

5.  Devise,  &c,  to  attesting  witness  to 
will  rendered  void  by  25  Geo.  2, 
c.6,  s.  1.  Pagem 

6.  This  provision  limited  to  wiUs  and 
codicils  of  real  estate.  ilnd, 

IV.  Attendance  of  wUneueM. 

7.  This  Court  will  not  compel  a  wit- 
ness to  attend  before  an  arbitrator, 
although  the  reference  be  by  order 
of  nisi  prius.   Wamdl  v.  Soutkwood, 

359 
WOMAN. 

See  Baboh  and  Fbme. 

WORK* 
See  Justices,  1. 

WRIT. 
I.  Indorsement  of. 
See  Sheriff,  2. 

IL  Return  to. 
See  Fieri  Facias,  1. — BIandahcs,  i. 


END  OF  VOL.  IV. 


LomIod:  Printed  bjr  C.  Rowmrtb^  ai)4  Soot,  Bell  V«rd,  Tcmpte  Her. 
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